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ABSTRACT
This quasi-experimental study examined preservice teachers' attitudes,
dispositions, and levels of self-efficacy regarding their ability to work with students who
are blind or visually impaired effectively. This study assessed preservice teachers'
attitudes of blindness using Bell and Silverman's (2011) Social Responsibility about
Blindness Scale. Participants' dispositions were assessed with the Shippen, Crites,
Houchins, Ramsey, and Simon's (2005) Preservice Inclusion Survey about students who
are blind/visually impaired. Participants' self-efficacy beliefs were assessed using
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's (2001) Teachers' Sense of Efficacy (short-form) scale.
Viewing the hypotheses through the lens of Bandura's (1971) Social Cognitive Theory,
specifically Triadic Reciprocal Determinism, information was gathered about preservice
teachers' personal factors [dispositions/attitudes], behaviors [efficacy], and environmental
influences [intervention] regarding students who are blind/visually impaired. To analyze
the pre-test data, analysis of several variance tests were conducted to determine if a
statistically significant difference in test scores existed between the control and
experimental groups’ attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs. Findings revealed
that at the pre-test, both groups were statistically homogenous considering age, gender,
and test scores on the SRBS, PSIS, and the TSES. At the post-test, the groups remained
the same, and a Mann-Whitney U test rejected the premise that a significant difference
existed in scores between the control and experimental group after the intervention.
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Recommendations for future research are to embed information from the
intervention in special education coursework, use a classroom platform to track
participants’ level of access and participation, and/or conduct a mixed-methods study.
The implication for the field of teacher preparation is to use the instruments to examine
and investigate preservice teachers’ attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs about
students with disabilities. Regarding the field of education, administrators in school
districts can also offer the information from the intervention as professional development
for teachers who are new to educating blind/visually impaired students as results show a
trend of increased attitudes about blindness.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem
Some preservice teachers (PTs) have varying attitudes and less positive
perceptions [dispositions/attitudes] toward students with disabilities (behavioral,
chromosomal, developmental, intellectual, physical, and sensory-related) (Barr &
Bracchitta, 2015; Campbell, Gilmore, & Cuskelly, 2003; Dapudong, 2013; Gosse &
Sheppard, 1979; Olatunji, Adepoju, & Owoeye, 2015; Papadaki & Tzvetkova-Arsova,
2013; Rowland & Bell, 2012). As future classroom teachers, these [less positive]
attitudes, dispositions, and [low self-efficacy] beliefs influence teachers’ behaviors with
students with disabilities, thus influencing the quality of education provided to students
with disabilities (Polloway, Patton, Serna, & Bailey, 2018; Sze, 2009). This quasiexperimental study assessed (pre/post) and examined PTs’ attitudes, dispositions, and
self-efficacy toward students with disabilities (SWD), specifically students who are blind
or visually impaired.
Researchers reported preservice teachers’ attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy
beliefs can change after enrolling in one special education introductory course or an
inclusive model for training (coursework, special education liaison, practicum), after an
introductory special education course paired with a 24-hour practicum, and after contact
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with individuals with disabilities (Ajuwon, Lechtenberger, Griffin-Shirley, Sokolosky,
Zhou, & Mullins, 2012; Barr & Bracchitta, 2015; Campbell, Gilmore, & Cuskelly, 2003;
Cannon, Swoszowski, Gallagher, & Easterbrooks, 2012; McCray & McHatton, 2011;
Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012). Researchers reported that PTs’ dispositions
toward students with visual impairments and students who are deaf did not change after
enrolling in one special education introductory course (Ajuwon, Sarraj, Griffin-Shirley,
Lechtenberger, & Zhou, 2015; Yuknis, 2015). McCray and McHatton (2011) reported
that PTs’ self-efficacy beliefs changed toward students with learning disabilities, hearing
impairments, and health impairments but exhibited hesitation toward students with
intellectual and multiple disabilities. The literature suggests PTs need more inclusive
opportunities to develop their knowledge, skills, and dispositions (attitudes) toward
individuals with disabilities to develop the appropriate behaviors that create appropriate
(how/define what appropriate is; quantify, be specific about educational opportunities)
educational opportunities in the general education setting.

Theoretical Framework
Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (1971) revealed people’s beliefs and
behaviors interact to influence their behaviors. Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (1991)
stated that “personal factors in the form of moral thought and affective self-reactions,
moral conduct, and environmental factors all operate as interacting determinants that
influence each other bidirectionally” (p. 45). Social cognitive theory favors a causal
model involving triadic reciprocal causation. The three sources of influence— behavior,
cognition and other personal factors, and environmental influences— all operate as
interacting determinants of each other (Bandura, 1991).
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Within the Social Cognitive Theory, self-efficacy is the cornerstone in
understanding one’s self-perceived beliefs about performing specific tasks or achieving a
goal. Gist and Mitchell (1992) viewed self-efficacy as a comprehensive summary or
judgment of perceived capability for performing a specific task. Sehgal, Nambudiri, and
Mishra, (2017), reported that a teacher’s continual efforts to improve his or her teaching
performance and his or her beliefs that he or she can influence students’ learning makes
him or her more effective. Sehgal et al. (2017) linked teacher effectiveness to teacher
self-efficacy. Understanding how teachers think of themselves helps teacher education
programs to understand their actions in the classroom (Villegas, 2007). This information
aids teacher education programs in creating opportunities to improve Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy along with improving their skillset (Diez, 2007).
Learning the self-efficacy of preservice teachers guides this study in knowing
their personal beliefs about their skills in teaching students with disabilities. By viewing
the hypotheses through the lens of Bandura’s (1971) Social Cognitive Theory,
specifically Triadic Reciprocal Determinism, it is essential to gather information about
preservice teachers’ beliefs [attitudes/dispositions] and behaviors [efficacy] regarding
educating students with disabilities to determine the extent to which those attitudes,
dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs are influenced by the environmental factor
[intervention]. Knowingly, specific behaviors influence teachers’ [preparation
candidates’] behaviors with students with disabilities, thus influencing the quality of
education provided to students with disabilities (Polloway et al., 2018; Sze, 2009).
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this quasi-experimental study is to examine and investigate
preservice teachers’ (PTs’) attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs in their ability
to work with students who are blind/visually impaired. PTs in the experimental group
will receive a 6-week intervention to determine if a significant change occurred in their
pre- and post-assessments scores related to attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy
beliefs. PTs’ scores in the experimental group will be compared to the scores of the
control group to determine if the intervention impacted their attitudes, dispositions, and
self-efficacy beliefs.

Hypotheses
Regarding the education of students with disabilities, some teachers have
dispositions that are not positive toward students with visual impairments,
deafness/hearing impaired, emotional disturbance, and learning disabilities (Dapudong,
2013; Gosse & Sheppard, 1979; Olatunji et al., 2015; Papadaki & Tzvetkova-Arsova,
2013; Rowland & Bell, 2012). In this study, the null hypothesis is that [H0] PTs would
have less favorable attitudes toward blindness, be anxious and have less receptive
dispositions toward students who are blind/visually impaired, and have low self-efficacy
beliefs, and those characteristics will remain low without interventions. If we accept the
H0, then:
● [H1] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical
difference in scores on the Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS) (dispositions)
regarding students who are blind or visually impaired on the pre-test.
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● [H2] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical
difference in scores on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy (TSES) (self-efficacy)
regarding teachers’ sense of efficacy on the pre-test.
●

[H3] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical
difference in scores on the Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale (SRBS)
(attitudes) regarding PTs’ attitudes on the pre-test.

●

[H4] PTs in the experimental group will have higher scores on the PSIS post-test
after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the PSIS post-test in the
control group.

● [H5] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
TSES post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the TSES
post-test in the control group.
● [H6] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
SRBS post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the SRBS
post-test in the control group.

Significance of the Study
The National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education NCATE’s
(2006) performance standards for preservice teachers require teacher education programs
to provide evidence that demonstrates the growth of preservice teachers’ knowledge,
skills, and dispositions. “The shaping of positive attitudes toward students with
disabilities is an important aspect of the education of preservice teachers” (Sze, 2009, p.
53). This study will add knowledge to the field of teacher preparation regarding the
assessment and investigation of preservice teachers’ attitudes, dispositions, and self-
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efficacy beliefs about disability. It will also add knowledge to the field of professional
development regarding blindness education.
According to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (2004),
students with disabilities are required to be included in the least restrictive environment,
and that environment is often the general education setting. Inclusion provides students
with disabilities an opportunity to access the general education curriculum from the core
teachers. Students with disabilities, specifically students with specific learning
disabilities, emotional disturbance, and [sensory disability (blindness, visual impairment,
deafness, hard of hearing)] may spend at least 80% of the instructional day in the general
education setting (Polloway et al., 2018). Researchers assert that teachers should be
provided the opportunity to reflect and challenge their own beliefs and assumptions about
teaching and learning as well as the origins of these ideas (Bada, 2015; Villegas, 2007).
McCray and McHatton (2011) found that most elementary educators believed they lacked
the knowledge and skills, while secondary educators believed knowledge and skills were
strengths when discussing including students with disabilities in the general education
classroom.
This study is significant because it will potentially guide teacher preparation
programs in assessing and investigating education preservice teachers’ attitudes,
dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs about blindness. Understanding how teachers think
of themselves helps teacher education programs to understand their actions in the
classroom (Villegas, 2007). Consequently, preservice teachers will learn to examine their
attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs about students who are blind or visually
impaired. Moreover, by increasing positive attitudes, calm and receptive dispositions, and
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higher levels of self-efficacy in preservice teachers using an intervention, PTs may have
the potential of creating an inclusive classroom for students with disabilities, thus
upholding the IDEA (2004). By upholding the IDEA (2004), school districts have the
potential to receive local and national recognition and funding for school initiatives to
improve the quality of life, especially during the transition from school to the workforce
or higher education, for individuals with disabilities, thus producing productive citizens
in the community.

Assumptions
In comparison with the literature and data analyses, the following assumptions
are:
1.

Preservice teachers in the experimental group will exhibit less positive

attitudes, anxious and less receptive dispositions, and low self-efficacy beliefs about
students who are blind or visually impaired.
2.

Preservice teachers will self-report accurately their feelings and beliefs

about self-efficacy toward individuals with disabilities.
3.

Preservice teachers in the experimental group will complete all parts of the

6-week intervention.
4.

The sample assigned is reflective of the population of preservice teachers

enrolled in teacher preparation programs in Louisiana.
5.

The intervention modules are based on sound research in the field of

blindness education.
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6.

The participating members of the local disability organization will uphold

their agreement to participate in an interview with preservice teachers who are in the
experimental group.

Limitations/Delimitations
This study’s limitations include self-reporting to gather information from PTs on
the assessment, gender, small sample size, and self-guiding modules. Self-reporting may
pose the threat of PTs not responding to the surveys truthfully and showing a bias in
reporting a politically or socially accepted response. However, the literature reveals that
teachers have less positive perceptions [dispositions/attitudes] toward students with
physical disabilities, intellectual disabilities, blindness, along with others (Campbell,
Gilmore, & Cuskelly, 2003; Dapudong, 2013; Gosse & Sheppard, 1979; Olatunji et al.,
2015; Papadaki & Tzvetkova-Arsova, 2013; Rowland & Bell, 2012). The small sample
size and gender of most PTs prevent generalizing information regarding the attitudes,
dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs about PTs’ ability to educate blind/visually
impaired students. Mostly, women apply and enroll in teacher preparation programs. The
self-guided modules may pose a threat of PTs not completing all aspects of the modules
(reading articles, viewing videos, completing field experiences).
The delimitations include teachers in the field and cause-and-effect relationships.
This study looks to examine and investigate developing attitudes, dispositions, and selfefficacy beliefs toward students with disabilities. Another delimitation is this study’s
design to avoid investigating a cause-and-effect relationship between the PTs’
demographical information and other variables.
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Variables
In determining the statistical significance in the hypotheses, the following
variables will be used for analyses:
Dependent Variables: 1) teacher self-efficacy scale scores, 2) preservice inclusion
anxiety/calmness subscale scores regarding blindness/visual impairments, 3) preservice
inclusion hostility/receptivity subscale scores regarding blindness/visual impairments,
and 4) social responsibility about blindness scale scores.
Independent Variables: 1) grouping variable (control, experimental), 2)
demographic variables (i.e. gender, enrollment status (undergraduate/graduate)), and 3)
program of study (dual certification, general education certification, special education
certification). If there’s a low participation rate, the demographic and program of study
variables will be dropped from the analysis.

Audience Analysis
Most importantly, teacher preparation program leaders will find interest in
knowing how to assess and examine preservice teachers’ attitudes, dispositions, and selfefficacy beliefs while providing quality educational experiences to enhance these
characteristics and adhering to the mandated standards of Council for the Accreditation of
Educator Preparation (CAEP). This study will also interest district leaders who are
interested in offering interventions geared toward enhancing the knowledge of in-service
teachers regarding inclusive educational practices. Also, practitioners are interested in a
continual examination of their attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs toward
SWD. An additional audience is other researchers in the field of disabilities, specifically
blindness and visual impairments.
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Definitions
● Dispositions are professional attitudes, values, and beliefs demonstrated through
verbal and non-verbal behaviors of educators as they interact with students,
parents, coworkers, and the community (NCATE, 2006). The Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) refers to the Interstate Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium’s (InTASC) Teaching Standards quoting
“dispositions as habits of professional action and moral commitments that
underlie an educator’s performance” (Council of Chief State School Officers,
2013, p. 6.) Shippen et al. (2005) stated that both the factors hostility/receptivity
and anxiety/calmness subscales, of the PSIS, are directly related to the
dispositions of future teachers (p. 19).
● Inclusion is the practice that all or most supports for students with disabilities be
provided effectively within the general education setting (Swain et al., 2012).
● Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is where children with disabilities (CWD)
are educated with children who are not disabled, and the removal of CWD from
the regular educational environment only happens when services cannot be
rendered satisfactorily due to the nature/severity of the disability (IDEA, 2004).
● Preservice Teachers (PTs) are undergraduate or graduate students who are fully
admitted into a teacher preparation program.
● Program of Study describes the certification track for preservice teachers. There
are three types in this study: 1) dual, 2) general, and 3) special education. PTs in
the dual program will graduate with a teaching degree with certifications in
general education and special education. PTs in the general program will graduate
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with a teaching degree with a certification in general education. PTs in the special
education program will graduate with a teaching degree with a certification in
special education.
● Students who are visually impaired are students with an impairment in vision that,
even with correction, adversely affects a child’s educational performance. The
term includes both partial sight and blindness, according to IDEA (2004).
● Teachers’ Self-Efficacy is the teacher's belief in his or her capability to organize
and execute courses of action required to accomplish a specific teaching task in a
particular context (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).

\

CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
The National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)
Standards of 2002 revived the debate over teachers’ dispositions (Shiveley & Misco,
2010). Diez (2007) offered ways to address the tensions regarding teachers’ dispositions:
1) the malleability of dispositions, 2) how to assess dispositions, and 3) how to manage
preservice teachers’ (PTs’) dispositions. NCATE’s (2006) definition refers to dispositions
as professional attitudes, values, and beliefs demonstrated through verbal and non-verbal
behaviors of educators as they interact with students, parents, coworkers, and the
community. NCATE’s (2006) performance standards for preservice teachers require
teacher preparation programs to provide evidence that demonstrates the growth of
preservice teachers’ knowledge, skills, and dispositions. “The shaping of positive
attitudes toward students with disabilities is an important aspect of the education of
preservice teachers” (Sze, 2009, p. 53). Along with the shaping of attitudes and
dispositions comes the shaping of one’s self-efficacy beliefs. Teacher preparation
programs must assess and develop the PTs’ sense of self-efficacy.
Positive attitudes and high self-efficacy beliefs toward students with disabilities
are important as the Individuals with Disability Education Act (IDEA) (2004) states that
students with disabilities are required to be included in the least restrictive environment
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(LRE) and that environment is often the general education setting. Inclusion, the practice
that all or most supports for students with disabilities be provided effectively within the
general education setting (Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012), provides students
with disabilities an opportunity to access the general education curriculum from the core
teachers. Students with disabilities, specifically students with specific learning
disabilities, emotional disturbance, and [sensory disability (blindness, visual impairment,
deafness, hard of hearing)] may spend at least 80% of the instructional day in the general
education setting (Polloway, Patton, Serna, & Bailey, 2018). Teacher preparation
programs must prepare PTs with the knowledge, skills, and experiences of working with
students with disabilities. An inclusive educational model would allow PTs to gain
knowledge and skills through coursework, field experiences, observations, and reflections
(Brownlee & Carrington, 2000; Swain et al., 2012). By creating a successful educational
experience for PTs, teacher preparation programs can aid them in transferring knowledge
and skills to the classroom to teach SWD. The review of literature discusses dispositions
of PTs about disability, self-efficacy of PTs, disposition and self-efficacy among PTs and
in-service teachers toward inclusion, disability education for PTs, and attitudes about
blindness/visual impairments.

Dispositions of Preservice Teachers about Disability
Studies involving preservice educators were conducted to determine their
attitudes and the effect of contact with individuals with disabilities, their perceptions of
including children with disabilities in their classrooms, and their perceptions of their
professional knowledge and skills in teaching children with disabilities (Ajuwon,
Lechtenberger, Griffin-Shirley, Sokolosky, Zhou, & Mullins, 2012; Ajuwon, Sarraj,
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Griffin-Shirley, Lechtenberger, & Zhou, 2015; Barr & Bracchitta, 2015; McCray &
McHatton, 2011; Shippen, Crites, Houchins, Ramsey, & Simon, 2005). Similar studies
were conducted in Arab, United Arab Emirates, Thailand, and Canada as researchers
search to examine the PTs’ attitudes [dispositions] toward students with disabilities
(Alghazo, Dodeen, & Alqaryouti, 2003; Dukmak, 2013; Gosse & Sheppard, 1979). The
sample sizes ranged from 91 to 777 PTs who participated in a study related to
understanding PTs’ attitudes [dispositions] regarding future students (Ajuwon et al.,
2012; Ajuwon et al., 2015; Alghazo et al., 2003; Dukmak, 2013; Gosse & Sheppard,
1979; McCray & McHatton, 2011; Shippen et al., 2005; Swain et al., 2012). These
researchers used Likert-type and open-ended questions to gather PTs’ perceptions
[dispositions] toward students with disabilities. Some of these studies were conducted
during a college course where researchers assessed perceptions before and after a course
geared toward learning more about students with disabilities. Various instruments have
been used, such as the Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS), the Opinions Relative to the
Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI), the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons
(ATDP), and the Adult Attitude Scale. After gathering information from the PTs, various
statistical methods will be used to analyze the data. Findings reported that PTs believed
they lacked the knowledge and skills, and PTs’ level of comfort and positive feelings
about inclusion increased because of the course. Alghazo et al. (2003) found that PTs
harbored less positive attitudes. After the completion of the course, participants had more
positive attitudes [dispositions], also showing an increase in calmness and a decrease in
anxiety/hostility (Ajuwon et al., 2012; Ajuwon et al., 2015; Dukmak, 2013; Gosse &
Sheppard; Shippen et al., 2005; Swain et al., 2012).

15
Ajuwon et al. (2012) conducted a study to explore the feelings of 116 preservice
teachers using a modified version of the PSIS. They modified the PSIS scenario to
include students with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), autism, learning
disabilities, emotional/behavioral disorders, and intellectual disorders. They assessed the
effects of a few variables such as geographic locations of the universities, prior training
on educating students with disabilities, etc. They also looked to determine if preservice
teachers’ attitudes could be positively affected after a single course in special education.
Using the data collected, Ajuwon et al. (2012) conducted a repeated-measures and
between-subject MANOVA with an alpha set at .05. Their findings revealed that
preservice teachers’ attitudes had a significant increase in positivity after the single
course. They recommended that preservice teachers experience a combination of
experiences including, but not limited to, exposure to people with disabilities and
interviewing professionals with disabilities.
McCray and McHatton (2011) conducted a mixed-methods study with 115 regular
elementary and secondary educators to determine their perceptions of including children
with disabilities in their classrooms and their perceptions of their professional knowledge
and skills in teaching children with disabilities. McCray and McHatton (2011) used a 22item Likert-type survey to gather information about educators’ perceptions about
inclusion at the beginning and end of a college course that focused on students with
disabilities. Educators responded to questions about their willingness to include students
with disabilities in their class, their ability to meet the needs of students with disabilities,
and their beliefs about including students with specific disabilities (McCray & McHatton,
2011). Descriptive and inferential statistics (frequency of percentages, repeated-measures
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ANOVA, dependent means t-test) indicated that regular educators showed an increase in
positive thinking about inclusion, no significant difference between elementary and
secondary educators’ perceptions, and showed that most educators believed that students
with specific disabilities could learn in the regular education setting (McCray &
McHatton, 2011).
McCray and McHatton (2011), also used five open-ended questions, only during
the end of course testing, to gain additional information about educators’ perceptions
about inclusion and their perceptions about their ability to teach students with disabilities.
They independently coded responses according to the topic, then together, they employed
axial coding to determine categories (viz. affective, knowledge/skills) for the questions
(p.142). Findings indicated that most elementary educators believed they lacked the
knowledge and skills, while secondary educators’ strengths included knowledge and
skills (McCray & McHatton, 2011). They also found that educators’ level of comfort and
positive feelings about inclusion increased because of the course.
Shippen et al. (2005) conducted a study to compare the perceptions of preservice
teachers regarding working with students with disabilities. They created and used the
Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS), with 326 undergraduate and graduate students from
three universities, at the beginning and end of an introductory course to special education.
Shippen et al. (2005) created a modified version of the Response to Inclusion Survey and
analyzed it to determine if their modified version (PSIS) maintained its two-factor
structure (p. 4). They analyzed the data using “a test-retest reliability analysis, a content
validity analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis, and repeated measures multivariate
analysis of variance” to determine their results (p. 3).
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Regarding hostility and receptivity (a subscale of the PSIS), the mean differences
for preservice special and regular educators showed them being more receptive toward
inclusion; however, special educators were more receptive than the regular educators
(Shippen et al., 2005). Regarding anxiety and calmness (a subscale of the PSIS), the
future regular educators showed the most significant increase (Shippen et al., 2005).
Overall, Shippen et al. (2005) found that future educators who were receiving a dual
certification (regular and special education), were more receptive and less anxious than
the other groups at the beginning and end of the course.
Barr and Bracchitta (2015) conducted a study to reveal: 1) the varying attitudes of
PTs toward different disabilities, 2) more significant contact with a specific disability
(physical, developmental, behavioral) was associated with more positive attitudes toward
that disability, and 3) if PTs had contact with specific disabilities that experience had a
more substantial influence on positive attitudes than other disabilities. Barr and
Bracchitta (2015) examined “238 students from introductory psychology and educational
psychology courses at two separate undergraduate institutions” (p. 226). The following
three instruments were used to investigate attitudes, contact, and demographic
information: 1) three brief written scenarios, 2) the Scale of Attitudes Toward Disabled
Persons (SADP), and 3) 24-item survey the researchers developed (Barr & Bracchitta,
2015).
After analyzing the data with an analysis of variance (ANOVA), a series of
correlation tests, and three multivariate analysis of variance test (MANOVA), Barr and
Bracchitta’s (2015) results revealed a significant difference in the amount of contact,
showing that participants had more contact with individuals with physical disabilities
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than with developmental disabilities. Barr and Bracchitta (2015) also reported a
significant difference in hopelessness, misconceptions, and optimism between disability
type. They found that participants scored significantly lower on hopelessness toward
individuals with physical disabilities than individuals with developmental disabilities,
participants scored lower on misconceptions toward individuals with behavioral
disabilities than toward individuals with developmental disabilities, and scored lower on
optimism toward individuals with developmental disabilities than toward individuals with
behavioral and physical disabilities (Barr & Bracchitta, 2015). Considering the second
hypothesis (association of contact and positive attitude), Barr and Bracchitta (2015)
reported that more significant contact with individuals with behavioral disabilities was
associated with lower misconceptions about behavioral disabilities and higher optimism,
and greater contact with individuals with developmental disabilities was associated with
lower misconceptions and higher optimism. Barr and Bracchitta (2015) tested their third
hypothesis and revealed that contact with individuals with developmental and behavioral
disabilities significantly predicted attitudes. Barr and Bracchitta (2015) concluded that
contact with individuals with disabilities is not associated with positive attitudes and that
most participants had negative attitudes toward developmental disabilities than physical
disabilities (such as blindness, deafness, etc.). Some of the limitations of this study were
how the researchers operationalized contact and disability, could not firmly report a
cause-and-effect relation and reported a small effect size (.40) (Barr & Bracchitta, 2015).
Ajuwon et al. (2015) conducted a study to explore the feelings of 91 preservice
teachers using a modified version of the PSIS. They modified the PSIS scenario to
include students who were blind or had low vision. They assessed the effects of a few
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variables such as “geographic locations of the universities, prior interactions, training,
and experience, prior knowledge of legislation/policy, and confidence in teaching” (p.
136). They also looked to determine if preservice teachers’ attitudes could be positively
affected after a single course in special education. Using the data collected, Ajuwon et al.
(2015) conducted a repeated-measures MANOVA and descriptive analysis with an alpha
set at .01. Their findings revealed that preservice teachers’ level of calmness showed a
significant increase between pre and post-test. However, preservice teachers’ level of
receptivity did not have a significant change, and their confidence in teaching students
who were blind/visually impaired did not predict a change in attitude. Ajuwon et al.
(2015) reported several limitations that included but were not limited to, convenience
sampling methods, less diverse population of preservice teachers, the amount of
information about blindness included in the courses, and the Hawthorne Effect. They
recommended that teacher preparation programs allow preservice teachers to experience
a combination of intensive, hands-on field-based experiences, guest speakers who work
in the field of blindness/visual impairments, and subject-specific methodology classes.
Considering how cognition and personal factors influence behaviors, the literature on
self-efficacy beliefs and dispositions of preservice teachers is necessary for review.

Self-Efficacy of Preservice Teachers
Within the Social Cognitive Theory, self-efficacy is the cornerstone in
understanding one’s self-perceived beliefs about performing specific tasks or achieving a
goal. Gist and Mitchell (1992) viewed self-efficacy as a comprehensive summary or
judgment of perceived capability for performing a specific task. Sehgal, Nambudiri, and
Mishra, (2017), reported that a teacher’s continual efforts to improve his or her teaching
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performance and his or her beliefs that he or she can influence students’ learning makes
him or her more effective. Sehgal et al. (2017) linked teacher effectiveness to teacher
self-efficacy.
Studies have been conducted in determining the self-efficacy beliefs of PTs in
multiple disciplines from math, science, art, to disability (Brant, 2017; Evans-Palmer,
2016; Jamil, Downer, & Pianta, 2012; Menon & Sadler, 2016; Pendergest, Garvis, &
Keogh, 2011). These studies were conducted in different countries from the United
States, Canada, to Australia. These researchers surveyed between 18 to 509 PTs to assess
their self-efficacy beliefs about working with students. To gather self-efficacy
information, researchers used a variety of instruments such as Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), questionnaires, and the Science
Teachers’ Efficacy Belief Instruction (STEBI). With the information provided by the
instruments, researchers analyzed the data using comparative analyses, correlation tests,
coding, and Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA).
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) conducted three studies with preservice and inservice teachers to create a new measure of teacher efficacy. Their first study included
224 preservice and in-service teachers who rated the importance of scale items. The
participants used a 4-point scale for rating items, where 32 of 52 items were selected for
the next study. Throughout the studies, they used principal-axis factoring to evaluate the
scales. The second study included 217 preservice and in-service teachers, where the scale
was shortened to 18 items with a reliability score of 0.95. In the third study, 410
preservice and in-service teachers responded to two versions of the scale, which yielded
reliability scores of 0.94 (24-item long version) and 0.90 (12-item short version).
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Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) suggested that the total score be used to assess
preservice teacher efficacy.
Sehgal et al. (2017) explored the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and
teacher effectiveness hypothesizing that “teacher self-efficacy is positively associated
with teacher’s delivery of the course (H1), teacher self-efficacy is positively associated
with teacher’s role in facilitating teacher/student interactions (H2), and teacher selfefficacy is positively associated with teacher’s role in regulating student learning” (p.
506). They collected data from 575 teachers and 6020 students and used the Students’
Evaluation of Teaching Rating Scale, the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), the
Teacher Collaboration Scale, and a scale that measured principal’s leadership. After
utilizing structural equation modeling path weighting scheme, and bootstrapping, Sehgal
et al.’s (2017) results showed a positive association between teacher self-efficacy and
teacher’s role in facilitating teacher/student interactions, teacher self-efficacy and
teacher’s role in regulating students’ learning, teacher self-efficacy and collaboration
among teachers, and teacher self-efficacy and principal leadership. They concluded that
schools and teachers could enhance effectiveness through higher self-efficacy beliefs by
collaborating with one’s peers and receiving support from the principal.
Jamil et al. (2012) conducted a study with 509 preservice teachers, in their final
year of teacher preparation, to determine the “degree that preservice teachers’ observed
student teaching, personality, and beliefs about how children learn associated with their
level of teacher self-efficacy upon completion of their teacher preparation” (pp. 123-124).
They collected data at two time-points during student teaching and the last semester of
teacher preparation. They administered demographic and exit surveys, among other
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scales (NEO Five-Factor Inventory, Modernity Scale, Teachers’ Sense Efficacy Scale,
and Classroom Assessment Scoring System). They analyzed the data using structural
equation modeling to test the relationship between specific variables and model fit
indices to determine the extent to which the data fit the theoretical model. Jamil et al.
(2012) findings suggested that the model predicts preservice teacher self-efficacy, selfefficacy is positively correlated to extraversion, and self-efficacy is negatively correlated
to neuroticism. Their findings revealed that preservice teachers who were more outgoing
had a higher sense of teacher self-efficacy and preservice teachers who were more
anxious or experienced psychological distress had a lower sense of teacher self-efficacy
at the end of the teacher preparation program.
Consequently, public law, IDEA, allows students with disabilities to be included
in the general education setting, therefore, making it a priority of PTs to harbor positive
dispositions and high levels of self-efficacy beliefs of students with disabilities. As the
research shows a significant difference in the PTs’ dispositions after completing a course
or an inclusive model for training (coursework, special education liaison, practicum),
after an introductory special education course paired with a 24-hour practicum, and after
contact with individuals with disabilities (Ajuwon, Lechtenberger, Griffin-Shirley,
Sokolosky, Zhou, & Mullins, 2012; Barr & Bracchitta, 2015; Campbell, Gilmore, &
Cuskelly, 2003; Cannon, Swoszowski, Gallagher, & Easterbrooks, 2012; McCray &
McHatton, 2011; Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012), this study will add to the
body of knowledge regarding dispositions after completing a 6-week intervention geared
to blindness education. Since preservice teachers will experience educating students with
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disabilities in the general education setting, a review of their dispositions and selfefficacy toward inclusion is necessary.

Dispositions (Attitudes) and Self-Efficacy Among Preservice
and In-service Teachers toward Inclusion
Inclusive education [Inclusion] requires teachers to provide effectively all or most
supports for students with disabilities in the general education setting (Polloway et al.,
2018; Swain et al., 2012). However, the IDEA (2004) states that students with disabilities
are required to be included in the LRE. The LRE is often the general education setting
among the general education teacher. Teacher preparation programs are tasked with
developing the dispositions, knowledge, and skills of PTs to work with all students in
their classroom setting (NCATE, 2006).
Campbell, Gilmore, and Cuskelly (2003) surveyed 274 PTs at the beginning and
ending of a one-semester unit on Human Development and Education. They used
questionnaires and a Likert scale, Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale (IDP) to
investigate PTs’ knowledge, attitudes, and views about students with Down Syndrome
and disability in general. During the 13-week semester, PTs received formal instruction
and conducted interviews with community members after they completed a post-test
using the same questionnaires. Campbell, Gilmore, and Cuskelly’s (2003) results
revealed that by the end of the semester, PTs’ knowledge had improved, their views of
children with Down Syndrome were significantly different from the beginning, and their
attitudes toward inclusion of students with Down Syndrome were significantly different
showing an increase in positive attitudes. After analyzing results from the IDP, Campbell,
Gilmore, and Cuskelly (2003) revealed that PTs’ attitudes toward disability, in general,
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were significantly different and PTs’ attitudes changed to show less “discomfort,”
“uncertainty,” and “fear” and show more significant “coping” (p. 4). They believed that
the positive changes in PTs’ attitudes could partially be explained by the changes in PTs’
knowledge. However, Campbell, Gilmore, and Cuskelly (2003) knew that the previous
research revealed participants’ bias towards responding in a socially or politically correct
way, but they held their belief that the IDP’s survey items were not obvious. These
researchers suggest that fieldwork experiences, tasks requiring reflection, and integration
of materials may be beneficial in future studies.
Galaterou and Antoniou (2017) examined teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive
education, considering their gender, age, and occupational stress levels. In this study,
they assessed 208 primary and secondary school teachers’ attitudes and stress levels
using the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities (ORI) scale
and the Teachers’ Occupational Stress scale. Of the participants, 77% were primary
educators, 23% were secondary educators, 65% were over 40 years old, 73.6% had at
least ten years of teaching experience, and 43.8% of them had not received any
specialized training in working with students with exceptional needs. The two surveys
were given during January and February 2016 and analyzed using frequencies, regression
analysis, factor analysis, t-Test, and univariate analysis of variance.
After analyzing the teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion on the ORI, 93.7% of the
teachers expressed some degree of agreement with the inclusion of students and the
requirement of continuous training for general education teachers. The ORI scale’s
reliability score was 0.77, and higher scores on the ORI suggested more positive attitudes
toward inclusion. About half of the participants believed that students with disabilities
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would benefit from being included in the general education classroom and not isolated in
the special education classroom, and 83.1% believed that the inclusion of students did not
promote social independence. After the analysis, it was revealed that 70% of the teachers
were concerned about behavior problems expressed by students with exceptional needs in
the general education classroom. According to the t-Test that assessed age and the test
scores of the ORI, teachers under 30 years old had more positive attitudes about inclusion
than teachers who were 41 years to 50 years old.
After analyzing the results from the Teachers’ Occupational Stress Scale, two
main stressors were revealed: 1) teachers felt there was a lack of time for personal
engagement with students and 2) the lack of resources and equipment were the causes of
stress regarding the inclusion of students with exceptional needs. The Teachers’
Occupational Stress Scale is a 30-item scale with a reliability score of 0.90, and scores
range from 1.83 to 5.63, which suggested that teachers who scored closer to 5.63
experience high-stress levels. The researchers conducted a Pearson correlation test that
showed a correlation of stress components and the total ORI score with the stress factors
being the integration of students with special needs discipline, a large number of students
in the classroom, and the effect on their personal life among other factors.
The researchers discussed that 57.2% of the participants supported the idea of
inclusion, which confirmed previous results from other researchers in the field of
inclusive education. Results regarding demographics and occupational stress confirmed
the research of others; however, Galaterou and Antoniou (2017) believed that the results
could be considered ambiguous when discussing the relationship between attitudes and
occupational stress. They believed that the negative perceptions of teachers could be
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explained due to the stress caused by the process of inclusion. They also believed that the
“absence of significant differences between the ORI and occupational stress skills could
be a result of the tools used” (p. 654). The limitations were the small number of teachers,
unequal distribution in the individual groups such as primary and secondary, and
questions asking teachers to state their views considering students with various
disabilities. The researchers suggest that future research involves extensive comparisons
between primary and secondary teachers and an investigation of attitudes and problems
faced by teachers regarding the inclusion of specific disability groups.
McHatton and Parker (2013) conducted a longitudinal study that explored
elementary and special education preservice teachers’ perceptions of inclusion using the
attitudes toward inclusion survey. McHatton and Parker (2013) surveyed 63 students who
are in their first year of the elementary education program and their first field experience.
Of the 63 students who agreed to participate, only 31 elementary education majors and 25
special education majors completed a pre-and post-survey. Most of the population were
female between the ages of 18 to 25, and each was assigned an identification number to
avoid collecting identifying information on surveys that were completed in a paper-andpencil format at three separate times. McHatton and Parker (2013) assessed the teacher
candidates’ perceptions at two points using the attitudes toward inclusion survey in which
the first point was administered during the first week of classes, and the second point was
administered doing the last class meeting.
The Attitudes toward Inclusion survey contains 28 statements addressing different
domains like the teacher, students with disabilities, and schools, among others. The
survey’s reliability was 0.91 in 2007 and 0.905 in 2011 and utilize a Likert-type scale
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ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The participants were asked to
complete the same survey a year later at Time 3, in which half of the original sample
participated. There were 16 elementary education majors and 12 special education majors
in the sample, and there was no significant difference between the groups at any of the
Times.
McHatton and Parker (2013) administered and analyzed the survey to reveal that
higher overall means existed for special education majors. After further analysis, the
special education majors and elementary education majors were significantly different
from one another at Time 1 and Time 2, revealing that elementary education majors
became significantly more positive toward inclusion. At Time 3, a repeated-measures
ANOVA revealed that there was no significant difference between the group. After
further analysis, the elementary education majors’ attitudes toward inclusion slightly
increased from Time 1 to Time 3, and the attitudes of special education majors decreased
across Time 2 and Time 3. Data analysis also revealed that even though the special
education majors’ attitudes were higher than the elementary education majors, they
slightly decreased from Time 1 to Time 2 and at Time 3.
At Time 1 in the Teachers domain, 88% of the special education majors agreed
that inclusion did not take place as an undue burden on general education or special
education teachers. Between the two groups, 100% of the special education majors were
not hesitant to have students with disabilities in their classroom, while 64.5% of the
elementary education majors were not hesitant. Both groups agreed they would be willing
to participate in extra professional development to meet the needs of students with
disabilities, be willing to make changes in their classroom, and agreed that inclusion was

28
a desirable education practice. However, the results revealed that elementary education
majors worried about problem behaviors as a result of including students with disabilities
in their classrooms. Between the two groups, 72% of the special education majors in
64.5% of the elementary education majors believed that students with disabilities could
be educated in the general education classroom. However, those candidates showed a
preference for specific disability groups.
At Time 2, 96% of special education majors and 77.4% of elementary education
majors agreed that inclusion did not place an undue burden on the general education or
special education teachers and 100% of the special education majors and 71% of the
elementary education majors were not hesitant to have students with disabilities in their
classroom. Regarding professional development, 96% of the special education majors and
96.8% of the elementary education majors were willing to attend at Time 1. At Time 2,
100% of the special education majors and 96.3% of the elementary education majors
were willing to attend extra training.
At Time 1, 100% of the special education majors and 96.3% of the special
education majors were more willing to make instructional adaptations, and 92% of the
special education majors and 87.1% of the elementary education majors agreed that
inclusion was a desirable education practice. Of the participants, 92% of the special
education majors and 87.1% of the elementary education majors believed that students
with disabilities could be educated in the general education classroom.
At Time 3, 91.7% of special education majors and 75% of elementary education
majors agreed that inclusion did not place an undue burden on the general education or
special education teacher. When the two groups were compared, 81.3% of the elementary
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education majors and 100% of the special education majors were not hesitant to have
students with disabilities in their classroom. Regarding professional development, 93.8%
of elementary education majors and 100% of special education majors would be willing
to participate, and 100% of both groups were willing to make changes within their
classroom. When asked about inclusion, 91.7% of the special education majors and
93.8% of the elementary education majors thought it was a desirable education practice.
Comparing both groups, 58.3% of the special education majors and 50% of the
elementary education majors did not worry about problem behaviors as a result of
including students with disabilities in their classroom, and 66.7% of special education
majors and 81.3% of elementary education majors believe that students with disabilities
could be educated in the general education classroom. Across the three times, 90% or
more of the special education majors and elementary education majors responded
positively to students with learning disabilities.
At Time 1 in the domain of students with disabilities, 100% of the participants
believed that inclusion promoted independence among students with disabilities, and
92% of the special education majors and 93.5% of the elementary education majors
believed that inclusion facilitated positive peer interactions between students with and
without disabilities. Regarding students with disabilities self-concept, 56% of the special
education majors and 48.4% of the elementary education majors agreed that it could be
positively affected due to inclusion, and 96% of the special education majors and 90.3%
of the elementary education majors believed that inclusion gave students with disabilities
a chance of fitting into their community. Considering performance, 96% of the special
education majors and 90.3% of the elementary education majors believed that students
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with disabilities perform well with support in a general education classroom, and 84% of
the special education majors and 48.4% of the elementary education majors believed
inclusion did not deny students with disabilities individualized instruction.
At Time 2 and considering if inclusion promoted independence in students with
disabilities, 96% of the special education majors and 93.5% of the elementary education
majors agreed that it did, and 100% of the participants from both groups agreed that it
facilitated positive peer interactions between students with and without disabilities. Fiftytwo percent of the special education majors and 71% of the elementary education majors
believed that inclusion could positively affect self-concept in students with disabilities.
All of the special education majors and 96.8% of the elementary education majors
believed that inclusion gave students with disabilities a better chance of fitting into their
community. Considering performance, 96% of the special education majors and 100% of
the elementary education majors believed that students with disabilities could perform
well with support in the general education classroom, and 84% of the special education
majors and 87.1% of the elementary education majors believed that inclusion did not
deny students with disabilities individualized instruction.
At Time 3, all participants believed that inclusion promoted independence in
students with disabilities. Of the participants, 91.7% of the special education majors and
100% of the elementary education majors believed that inclusion facilitated positive peer
interaction between students with and without disabilities. Half of the special education
majors and 75% of the elementary education majors believed that inclusion could
positively affect self-concept in students with disabilities, and all participants believed
that students with disabilities would have a better chance at fitting in their community
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from an inclusion experience in the general education classroom. Over half (58.3%) of
the special education majors and 81.3% of the elementary education majors believed that
inclusion did not deny students with disabilities individualized instruction.
In the students with disabilities domain, 76% of the special education majors and
35% of the elementary education majors believed that the additional attention given to
students with disabilities did not take away the educational benefits students without
disabilities at Time 1. At Time 2, 88% of the special education majors and 58.1% of the
elementary education majors agreed that the attention given to students with disabilities
did not take away the educational benefits of students without disabilities. At Time 3,
83.3% of the special education majors and 62.5% of the elementary education majors
agreed.
At Time 1, 96% of the special education majors and 64.5% of the elementary
education majors believed that inclusion did not hinder the learning opportunities for
students without disabilities. At Time 2, 100% of the special education majors and 80.6%
of the elementary education majors believed the same. At Time 3, 83.3% of the special
education majors and 81.3% of the elementary education majors agreed.
In the all student domain, at Time 1, 56% of the special education majors and
54.8% of the elementary education majors believed that inclusion was beneficial for all
students. At Time 2, 40% of the special education majors and 67.7% of the elementary
education majors agreed. At Time 3, 33% of the special education majors and 87.5% of
the elementary education majors believed the same.
At Time 1, all of the special education majors and 90.3% of the elementary
education majors believed that inclusion fostered understanding and acceptance of
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differences. At Time 2 and Time 3, all of the special education majors and elementary
education majors believed that inclusion fostered understanding and acceptance of
differences.
In the school domain, at Time 1, 68% of the special education majors and 29% of
the elementary education majors believed that including students with disabilities did not
negatively affect school performance on high-stakes tests. At Time 2, half (52%) of the
special education majors and 61.3% of the elementary education majors agreed. At Time
3, over half (58.3%) of the special education majors and 37.5% of the elementary
education majors believed the same.
McHatton and Parker's (2013) findings revealed that elementary education majors
experience a definite increase in their attitudes compared to the special education majors
over the three Times. They also revealed that special education majors’ average scores
remained higher than the elementary education majors but remained stagnant during
Time 1 and Time 2 and slightly decreased during Time 3. They believed that the special
education majors’ field experiences reshaped or shaped their attitudes about inclusion.
The limitations of their study were small sample size and the administration of the study
to two programs at one institution. McHatton and Parker (2013) suggested future research
in a longitudinal study of the role of integrated course and field experiences and
suggested that teacher educators explore and examine preservice teachers’ beliefs in
teaching and practice. Some researchers (Ajuwon et al., 2012; Ajuwon et al., 2015)
believed that a combination of experiences, hands-on training, and discussions, including
people who work with individuals with disabilities, is needed at the teacher preparation
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level. The next section explores studies that focus on disability education for preservice
teachers.
Disability Education for Preservice Teachers
Swain et al. (2012) believed that additional research was needed to add to the
field of teacher preparation regarding PTs’ attitudes toward inclusion, thus conducting a
study with 777 undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory to special education
course between the Fall of 2004 and Spring 2008. They used a modified version of the
Attitude Toward Inclusion Instrument, a 20-item survey with a 4-point Likert-type scale,
to assess PTs’ attitudes. After sharing the modified version of the survey with
administrators and teachers in the field of education in the local school district and a pilot
study in the Spring of 2004, the internal consistency of the survey was 0.84 (Cronbach’s
alpha) revealing adequate consistency. The survey was given using an online platform at
the beginning and end of the semester in which Swain et al. (2012) allowed the PTs to
view their pre and post results before to an open-ended reflection on any changes in their
attitudes.
After quantitative analysis, Swain et al. (2012) reported that 14 of the 20 items
showed a statistically significant change in attitudes, however, the most significant
change in attitudes was related to the feasibility of teaching SWD in the general
education classroom. After using a constant comparative analysis, “four themes emerged:
1) lack of preservice teacher knowledge and understanding of special education, 2) shift
in the amount of time needed to provide accommodations, 3) inclusion must be based on
individual student’s least restrictive environment, and 4) it [inclusion] would improve
socialization and peer relationships for all students” suggesting that an introductory
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course to special education paired with field experiences might enhance PTs’ attitudes
and self-efficacy beliefs in their ability to practice inclusion in the general education
classroom (Swain et al., 2012, p. 79). They implied that PTs’ attitudes [dispositions]
could be positively impacted when they observe students with disabilities early in their
educational programs and have mentorship by qualified inclusion practitioners. Swain et
al. (2012) also believed that PTs’ attitudes and misconceptions about special education
and the complexities of disability might reduce after a variety of field experiences in
special education. They reported limitations of the study as drawing their sample from
one university, small statistically significant differences in some of the PTs’ attitudes, and
the inability to have a control group. They suggested future research that focuses on PTs’
attitudes after several special education courses or a longer practicum to see if a more
significant change in attitudes would occur.
Brownlee and Carrington (2000) examined 11 preservice teachers’ attitudes to
disability by creating an environment where they had constant contact with a teacher
assistant who had a severe physical disability. Their qualitative study included formal
lectures, group discussions, group activities, and semi-structured interviews at one
university in Australia. All the participants were female and had little exposure to topics
related to special education.
Using QSR NUD*IST (Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing Searching and
Theorizing) to analyze the data, they found three themes: 1) perceptions of the teaching
assistant, 2) effectiveness of the current teacher program, and 3) effectiveness of the
interview process. Regarding perceptions of the teaching assistant, eight preservice
teachers believed that their interactions were a position experience. Six believed that their
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experience provided them with first-hand knowledge of disabilities. Four believed that
they developed more knowledge about people with disabilities and came to believe that
the teaching assistant was just like a “normal” person. According to Brownlee and
Carrington (2000), the preservice teachers’ level of comfort and knowledge about people
with disabilities increased after the interaction with the teaching assistant.
When discussing the effectiveness of the current teaching program, two students
believed that they did not have the practical experiences to be successful in their
classrooms in the future. Several students believed that the teaching program could
benefit from including direct practical experiences or practical knowledge regarding
teaching and instructing students with disabilities. Overall, the preservice teachers
believed that a separate course was needed to teach them how to instruct diverse learners.
After conducting the interviews, all the preservice teachers believed that the interview
process aided them in reflecting on their beliefs and knowledge. Brownlee and
Carrington’s (2000) findings revealed that preservice teachers’ level of comfort
increased, and those teachers needed more practical experiences and knowledge. They
reported their limitations as lack of data from the teaching assistant and lack of data
showing a change in the interaction between preservice teachers and teaching assistants,
thus suggesting that the voice of the person with the disability should be examined and in
future studies. They also suggested that future studies investigate the impact of teacher
preparation programs on preservice teachers’ beliefs about inclusion and disability.
When discussing field experiences in inclusive education, Swain et al. (2012) and
Brownlee and Carrington (2000) suggested that PTs have structured field experiences
with individuals with disabilities who are similar in age and who behave in non-
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stereotypical ways to promote a change in dispositions. This study will address the need
for knowledge, skills, and structured field experiences for PTs among individuals with
disabilities and adhere to the suggestion of Campbell, Gilmore, and Cuskelly (2003) and
include fieldwork experiences that require reflections.

Attitudes about Blindness/Visual Impairments
Positive attitudes and high self-efficacy beliefs toward students with disabilities
are essential. Castellano (2005) believed one of the ways to develop positive attitudes
about blindness and the abilities of blind/visually impaired people is to become
acquainted in person or through reading with competent, successful blind/visually
impaired adults. Castellano (2005) also believed that people need to educate themselves
about blindness/visual impairments and the abilities of blind/visually impaired people
before they can choose positive approaches. Castellano (2005) stated that “we can believe
that blindness or visual impairment is sad and we can feel sorry for a student or we can
decide it's okay to be blind/visually impaired” (p. 11). Cutter (2007) believed that
attitudes and beliefs about blindness played a significant role in educating blind children.
He also believed that answering questions like what do we know about blindness, what
do we truly believe about how blind children become independent adults, and what do we
believe about the goal that we are trying to reach can aid people in promoting appropriate
movement and travel among blind students (Cutter, 2007). Researchers (Bell &
Silverman, 2011; Hergenrather & Rhodes, 2007; Papadaki & Tzvetkova-Arsova, 2013;
Rowland & Bell, 2012) explored attitudes toward blindness to understand what the public
and college students believed given their experiences and knowledge.
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Bell and Silverman (2011) developed the Social Responsibility about Blindness
Scale (SRBS) to measure the attitudes of sighted and individuals who are blind/visually
impaired towards blindness. This 20-item scale with scores ranging from 20-100
evaluates the individual’s attitude using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” (Bell & Silverman, 2011). They reported that
higher scores on the scale indicate more positive attitudes toward blindness.
Bell and Silverman (2011) conducted the first study among 67 individuals who
are blind/visually impaired to determine their attitudes toward blindness. These
individuals participated in phone interviews conducted by a trained interviewer to answer
the questions from the SRBS scale. The results revealed that participants who preferred to
be called “visually impaired” had a lower score on the SRBS (M. 74.51) than participants
who preferred being called “blind” who had a higher score (M. 84.6), also showing a
significant difference (p. 4). The scores were comparable for males and females, showed
no correlation between SRBS scores and participant’s age, and a small insignificant
difference between the SRBS and race. Bell and Silverman (2011) suggested that
research be conducted with a population of individuals without disabilities to determine
the usability and the scale’s psychometric stability.
During the second study, Rowland and Bell (2012) examined the attitudes of 497
college undergraduate and graduate students about blindness and compared those to the
67 blind students from the first study. They collected data using two scales: 1) the Social
Responsibility about Blindness Scale and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale,
Form C to analyze the attitudes of college students. After analysis using the MannWhitney U test, Rowland and Bell (2012) reported that the SRBS scores of the sighted
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students were significantly lower than the scores of the students who are blind/visually
impaired from Study 1, and the sighted female participants’ scores were higher than the
males. They also reported a significant difference in the scores of sighted students with
exposure to a person who was blind/visually impaired and sighted students who had no
previous exposure to a person who is blind/visually impaired. Overall, Rowland and Bell
(2012) revealed that students who had a close friend or friend who was blind/visually
impaired scored higher on the SRBS than those who had experience with a person who
was blind/visually impaired from a distance and those who had no exposure.
After two studies, the internal consistency of the Social Responsibility about
Blindness Scale was Cronbach’s Alpha raw = 0.895, standardized = 0.893, indicating
adequate internal consistency (Bell & Silverman, 2011; Rowland & Bell, 2012). Rowland
and Bell (2012) suggested that future researchers “use the SRBS to investigate the
internal consistency of the scale with both sighted individuals and individuals who are
blind/visually impaired and include intervention methods to change uninformed attitudes
about individuals who are blind/visually impaired capabilities” in the research design (p.
5). Using this scale and other methods, researchers found that preservice teachers’
attitudes and levels of comfort about blindness/visual impairments shared a relationship,
thus the rationale for its use in this study that examines preservice teachers’ attitudes
toward blindness (Hergenrather & Rhodes, 2007; Rowland & Bell, 2012).
Papadaki and Tzvetkova-Arsova (2013) conducted a research study using a 25item questionnaire they developed based on the beliefs of Wagnel-Lampl and Oliver to
investigate and explore social attitudes about blindness. The survey was conducted in
2012, where 115 sighted people completed the questionnaire. After analyzing the data,
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87.8% of the participants believed that blindness is not connected with punishment,
50.4% of the participants believed that most blind people possessed extra/special powers,
and 94.8% believed that visually impaired people are congenitally blind or have acquired
blindness. Of the participants, 94.8% didn’t believe that they can personally become
blind if they touch or shake hands with a blind person, 89.6% did not believe that blind
people are usually bad or evil, 90.4% did not believe that most blind people were
beggars, 26.1% did not believe that all or most blind people have musical talent, 46.1%
did not believe that blind people can judge better than sighted people, 42.6% did not
believe that all visually impaired people lived in total darkness, and 62.6% did not
believe that all visually impaired people are helpless (Papadaki & Tzvetkova-Arsova,
2013).
Papadaki and Tzvetkova-Arsova's (2013) results revealed that sighted people
relied on personal and direct experiences about visually impaired people, and there will
always be a group of people who rely on second-hand knowledge and experience
(reading or hearing about it from others). Their research also revealed that most of the
sighted participants did not believe in the four negative statements about the blind, but
the majority of the responses for the three neutral statements (the difference between
congenital and acquired blindness, whether or not visually impaired people lived in total
darkness, and if visually impaired people were helpless and dependent on others) were
controversial (Papadaki & Tzvetkova-Arsova, 2013). They concluded that the results
from the neutral statements showed the lack of knowledge of sighted people about the
abilities and skills visually impaired individuals could gain. After considering the
literature, this study will solicit participants from similar settings (teacher preparation
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programs), utilize some of the self-reporting instruments, and use suggested methods to
examine and investigate preservice teachers’ attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy
beliefs about blindness/visual impairments.

CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Research Design
This quasi-experimental study assessed the attitudes, dispositions, and selfefficacy beliefs of preservice teachers (PTs) regarding their comfort in working with
students with disabilities (SWD) before and after an online intervention designed to
improve these beliefs. These attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs were
assessed through self-reporting. This study also examined whether significant differences
exist between the control and experimental groups’ attitudes, dispositions, and selfefficacy beliefs before and after the intervention. The pre-tests’ data were analyzed by
using an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine if experimental and control groups
are equivalent or if a significant difference exists among the groups. Participants of the
study included PTs in a teacher preparation program at various universities in the
southern region of the United States. Before the study, approval from the participating
institutions was obtained through letters/emails of support from deans/department
heads/official representatives of the colleges of education to solicit teacher candidate
volunteers. Approval from participating organizations was also obtained through
letters/emails from the presidents/official representatives of the disability organization to
solicit volunteer interviewees before conducting the study.?
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To obtain consent from the teacher candidate participants, the researcher emailed
the PTs a link of the demographics survey, housed on an online survey platform, to be
taken before the 6-week online intervention. Using an online survey platform, the PTs
completed the PSIS, the TSES, and the SRBS at the beginning and end of the 6-week
intervention. The pre-test and post-test of the PSIS posed a scenario with the emphasis on
blindness or visual impairments. The pre-test and post-test of the TSES asked several
questions regarding self-efficacy in the classroom. The pre-test and post-test of the SRBS
asked several questions with the emphasis on blindness. The online intervention was
administered using an online discussion platform (i.e., listserv). Each PT received an
email confirming their subscription to the Blindness Education mailing list. The
intervention had six modules (PowerPoint presentations, Videos, Articles) and two field
experiences for the PTs to participate in for six weeks.
Regarding the use of an intervention [professional development], the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) (2012) guidelines state that clients can
fulfill the need for professional development using a variety of materials (observations,
seminars, workshops, etc.). According to one of the local districts of a participating
institution, their required professional development/intervention (PD) hours are 150 for
five years, which simplifies into ten hours per semester for preservice teachers. SACS
(2012) requires PD courses to have a reflection piece embedded within any course
deemed as a course for college credit. Even though this intervention does not meet the
needs of a college credit course, the researcher used these policies as a baseline of what
information and activities are included in the intervention. Therefore, the participants in
the experimental group received approximately six hours of intervention, including two

43
reflection pieces built-in for the field experiences. The field experiences required the PTs
to interview a blind individual who is a member of a local participating organization,
given an interview schedule. After the field experience, the PTs posted a reflection piece
of at least 150 words to the mailing list. During the field experience, PTs interviewed the
blind person via email, phone, or face-to-face meetings as determined by the blind person
on a designated day and time. To encourage all PTs to complete the study, several door
prizes in the amount of $20 for those completing the 6-week intervention were given, and
two $100 drawings were held for all those who complete the study. The information
gathered from the surveys provided the data to analyze considering the stated factors.
First, data from the PSIS, TSES, and SRBS pre-tests (H1, H2, H3) from each
group were analyzed using an ANOVA. This provided a snapshot of the current attitudes,
dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs of the PTs toward blindness/visual impairments.
Then, a Mann-Whitney U test was conducted with the overall scores on the PSIS, TSES,
and SRBS post-tests (H4, H5, H6).

Participants
In this experimental study, the participants were randomly assigned to the control
and experimental groups, so no systematic difference should exist. The population came
from the participating institutions in the southern region of the United States. The sample
population was PTs who are education majors, not excluding those who are obtaining
graduate certificates or add-ons in other areas. This study needed to maintain a sample
size of no less than 30 in each group. Contact for these groups was obtained through
coordination with each institution’s dean/department head/official representative of the
college of education.
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This study occurred for seven months. During late August 2019-early October
2019, participants completed the pre-test of the Teacher Candidate Survey (TCS) before
being randomly assigned to one of the two groups. PTs agreed to participate in this study
via email using each university’s email system and/or face-to-face meetings. All
participants received a link to an online survey where they signed a consent form that
explained the purpose of the study, included the contact information of the researcher and
described the time needed to complete the survey. After signing the consent, participating
PTs immediately completed the TCS, which compiled the pre-test of the PSIS, the pretest of the TSES, and the pre-test of the SRBS on Survey Gizmo (~10 min). After the
intervention, PTs completed the post-test of the TCS (TCS-P). The pre-test and post-test
of the SRBS asked PTs to indicate their opinion given a 20-item assessment on attitudes
about blindness. The pre and post-test of the PSIS asked PTs to consider a scenario
regarding a student who is blind/visually impaired, given a 17-item assessment to
indicate their feelings using the adjectives given. On the pre and post-test of the TSES,
PTs were asked to indicate their opinion given a 12-item assessment regarding their selfefficacy beliefs.
After the pre-test, participants’ emails were printed, cut, placed in a cup, and
randomly pulled to be assigned to the control group (Group 1) and experimental group
(Group 2). Every name pulled on an odd number was assigned to the control group (i.e.,
the first name pulled is placed in Group 1, the second name pulled was placed in Group
2, and so on). Participants in the experimental group received a subscription to a mailing
list (Blindness Education) for six weeks (late October-early December) with a break
during Thanksgiving Week in November. In this discussion platform, the participants
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spent about an hour for each Module (1 Module each week, which included PowerPoints,
videos, etc.). There were two field experiences asking participants in the experimental
group to interview a blind individual (a list of volunteer people were provided) and write
a reflection piece of at least 150 words (30 min.) (Week 3 - Week 6). After the
intervention, the researcher highlighted specific information for each module for a week
in December. In the following weeks (early December - early February), all participants
received an email and/or follow-up emails or face-to-face meetings to complete post-tests
using Survey Gizmo (~ ten minutes) given a group number (Group 1, Group 2). During
the 6-week intervention, the participants in the control group did not receive any
intervention outside of the courses they were enrolled in at their degree-granting
institution. The following instruments were utilized for the analysis of attitudes,
dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs.

Instruments
Four instruments were compiled to create the Teacher Candidate Survey-Pre-test
(TCS)/Teacher Candidate Survey-Post-test (TCS-P): 1) demographic survey, 2) PSIS, 3)
TSES, and 4) SRBS and utilized to collect data in this study.
Demographic Survey
The demographic survey used by the degree-granting institution for its PTs was
modified for this study to gather additional information about the participating PTs. The
demographic survey gathered the following information from the PTs: 1) name, 2) age, 3)
gender, 4) race, 5) enrollment status, 6) program of study, 7) concentration, 8) program
of study certification area, 9) current role, 10) classroom experiences in the general
education setting, the inclusion setting, and the separate setting, 11) knowledge of
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personal disability and which, 12) level of contact with individuals with disabilities, 13)
knowledge of family member with a disability and which, and 14) previous exposure to
individuals with disabilities.
Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS)
The Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS), a modified version of the Response to
Inclusion Survey, was designed by Shippen et al. (2005) to determine PTs’ perceptions
regarding students with disabilities using two dichotomous scales (i.e.,
hostility/receptivity and anxiety/calmness). This instrument evaluates dispositions using a
one-paragraph hypothetical scenario, followed by a list of 17 adjectives that are rated on
a five-point Likert-type scale delineated as (a) negative, (b) somewhat negative, (c)
neutral, (d) somewhat positive, and (e) positive feelings toward the scenario (Shippen et
al., 2005, p. 16). Shippen et al. (2005) conducted this research among preservice graduate
and undergraduate students from three universities as a pre/post instruction survey during
an exceptionality course (p. 15). The demographics for this study were 29% future
general educators, 46% special educators, 21% dually certified in special and general
education, 51% graduate, 47% undergraduate, 23% male, and 75% female participants
(pp.15-16). In analyzing the data, Shippen et al. (2005) reported the means and standard
deviations for the total PSIS, by gender, and by teacher type (general education, special
education, dual certification). To determine the content validity of the survey, three
experts in special education rated the 17 items using a Likert-type range of one to three
(p. 17). The experts’ average ratings were three, concluding that all the items were
relevant (p. 16). The researchers reported the content validity means by item [adjective
pair] (p.18). To determine the reliability of the survey, a 3-week test-retest reliability
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analysis was conducted and yielded a reliability coefficient for the hostility/receptivity
subscale of 0.93 and a reliability coefficient for the anxiety/calmness subscale of 0.91(p.
16). The reliability coefficient for the entire instrument was0 .96 (p. 17). To evaluate the
dispositions [perceptions] of the PTs, reverse coding is necessary to show higher scores
reflecting positive dispositions (Thomas, Curtis, & Shippen, 2011). The raw scores
ranged from 7-35 on the anxiety/calmness subscale and 10-50 on the hostility/receptivity
subscale. A modified version of this scale was used by changing the scenario to consider
only students who are blind/visually impaired to measure PTs’ dispositions in this study.
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was designed by TschannenMoran and Hoy (2001) to determine PTs’ self-efficacy using the short form with the three
subscales (a. efficacy in student engagement, b. efficacy in instructional strategies, and c.
efficacy in classroom management). This instrument evaluates teacher efficacy using 24
(long form)/12 (short form) responses that are rated on a nine-point Likert-type scale
ranging from “none at all” to “a great deal” (Fives & Buehl, 2010; Taylor & Ringlaben,
2012; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) reported that
the total scale score is most effective when determining the efficacy of PTs. After three
studies, the short-form scale had a reliability of 0.90, and its content validity correlated
with similar measures that assessed personal teaching efficacy (p. 801). This study
utilized the short form of the TSES to measure PTs’ self-efficacy beliefs.
Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale (SRBS)
The Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale (SRBS) was designed by Bell
and Silverman (2011) to measure the attitudes of sighted and blind individuals towards
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blindness. This 20-item scale, with scores ranging from 20-100, evaluates the individual’s
attitude using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly
disagree” (Bell & Silverman, 2011). Bell and Silverman (2011) reported that higher
scores indicate more positive attitudes toward blindness. After two studies, the internal
consistency was Cronbach’s Alpha raw = 0.895, standardized = 0.893, indicating
adequate internal consistency (Bell & Silverman, 2011; Rowland & Bell, 2012). This
scale was utilized to collect data about PTs’ attitudes toward blindness.

Data Collection Procedures
After permission was granted from the authors of the instruments, an email was
sent to the institutions that have the potential of participating in this study. An email was
sent to the colleges of education’s deans/department heads/official representatives
explaining the nature of this study and describing the intervention. Follow-up emails
were sent to deans/department heads/official representatives who responded with the
need for additional information about this study. The researcher contacted the system’s
president for assistance in contacting the institutions that did not respond to the initial
email. Due to the low level of interest from the initial list of institutions within the
specific system, emails were sent to other higher education institutions outside of the
initial system. Once letters of support or requests to be excluded from the study were
received, the researcher submitted the following information and necessary documents to
the degree-granting institution’s IRB for approval.
While awaiting approval, an online survey link was created that housed the
consent form, demographic questions, PSIS scenario, TSES questions, and SRBS
questions. Upon IRB approval, the deans/department heads/official representatives were
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contacted via phone/email, attaching an invitation and a link to share with PTs who
majored in education. Using the link, participants gave their consent and completed the
demographic survey, the PSIS pre-test, the TSES pre-test, and the SRBS pre-test.
Interested participants completed the consent form that included the purpose of the study,
the time needed to complete the survey, and the contact information of the researcher. At
least two weeks before the start of the 6-week intervention, the researcher followed-up
via phone/email to the colleges of education to resubmit the request to PTs for
participation in this study.
Upon completion of the pre-test, participants were randomly assigned to the
control (Group 1) and experimental (Group 2) groups, so no systematic differences
should exist. Participants in the control group received an email informing them of when
they will complete the next phase of the study (post-test). Participants in the experimental
group received an email within a private mailing list (Blindness Education) to complete
the 6-week intervention. After the 6-week intervention, the researcher emailed the
experimental group each day for one week, recalling highlights of each module. After
recapping the six modules, all the PTs received an email requesting them to complete the
post-tests of the PSIS, the TSES, and the SRBS. The data for this study were recorded
with strict confidentiality, and after a successful pairing of survey instrument data (pre
and post-tests) of all participants, a numeric identifier was given, and all identifying
information was destroyed to protect privacy.

Data Analysis
Several types of analyses were conducted once the data were collected. Once the
study was complete, and all relevant information was collected, the participants’ pre and
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post scores were matched before analyses. Several procedures were used to clean the
data. Univariate analysis of variance and plotting procedures were used to identify any
outliers, skewness, or other abnormalities in the data. Once the outliers, skewness, and
abnormalities were controlled for, then the primary analysis began.
The first measure was an ANOVA of the pre-tests (H1, H2, and H3) of the PSIS,
the TSES, and the SRBS. This analysis determined if there was an initial significant
difference between the PSIS, TSES, and the SRBS of the control and experimental
groups. A total score was determined for the PSIS by adding the individual scores from
the anxiety/calmness subscale and the hostility/receptivity subscale. The 17 items were
scored on a five-point Likert-type scale and coded in reverse to show higher scores
reflecting positive dispositions [perceptions]. The mean score and standard deviation
were reported as the baseline for comparison on the pre/post-test of the PSIS. A total
score was determined for the TSES by adding the individual scores from the 12 items,
which were scored on a nine-point Likert Scale. Higher scores on the TSES showed a
high level of self-efficacy among PTs. The mean and standard deviation were reported as
the baseline for comparison on the pre/post-test of the TSES. A total score was
determined for the SRBS by adding the individual scores from the 20 items, which were
scored on a five-point Likert Scale. Higher scores on the SRBS showed more positive
attitudes about blindness among PTs. The mean and standard deviation were reported as
the baseline for comparison on the pre/post-test of the SRBS. An ANOVA was also used
to determine if demographic information differed between the control and experimental
groups. Given that there were two groups, three dependent variables, and both sets of
data are interval data, an ANOVA was used to determine if significant differences were
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using an alpha level of .05. An ANOVA was used between the demographic variables
within the two groups (control and experimental) to verify that no systematic differences
existed between groups (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity, educational grouping), which
validated the equivalency (or heterogeneity) of the groups.
After cleaning the pre-test data, the information from the analysis rejected some
of the assumptions of an ANOVA. Therefore, a nonparametric test (Mann-Whitney U
test) was conducted at the post-test. The analysis included the pre-tests and post-test
scores of the PSIS, the TSES, and the SRBS in determining if a significant difference
exists between the control and experimental groups (H4, H5, and H6) from the PTs who
completed both pre and post-tests. The overall scores of the pre-tests/post-tests of the
PSIS, TSES, and SRBS were used to analyze and determine if a significant difference
existed between the control and experimental groups. Given that there were two groups
with three dependent variables, and the post-test data met all the nonparametric
assumptions, the Mann-Whitney U test used to determine if significant differences were
using an alpha level of 0.05.

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS
Overview
In this quasi-experimental study, attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs
of preservice teachers (PTs) regarding their comfort in working with students with
disabilities (SWD) were assessed before and after the online intervention that was
designed to improve these beliefs. These attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs
were assessed through self-reporting. This study examined whether there were significant
differences between the control and experimental groups’ attitudes, dispositions, and selfefficacy beliefs before and after the intervention with an alpha level of .05. This study
hypothesized that:
● [H1] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical
difference in scores on the Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS) (dispositions)
regarding students who are blind or visually impaired on the pre-test.
● [H2] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical
difference in scores on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy (TSES) (self-efficacy)
regarding teachers’ sense of efficacy on the pre-test.

52

53


[H3] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical

difference in scores on the Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale (SRBS)
(attitudes) regarding PTs’ attitudes on the pre-test.


[H4] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
PSIS post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the PSIS
post-test in the control group.



[H5] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
TSES post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the TSES
post-test in the control group.



[H6] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
SRBS post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the SRBS
post-test in the control group.
The attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs of preservice teachers were

analyzed using a variety of instruments and methods. To determine if a significant
difference existed between the two groups and to analyze the data from each instrument,
analysis of variance and other statistical methods were utilized and described below.
Descriptive data were used to report the demographic variables of gender, enrollment
status, and program of study, among others.

Instruments
Preservice Inclusion Survey
The (PSIS), a modified version of the Response to Inclusion Survey, was
designed by Shippen et al. (2005) to determine PTs’ perceptions regarding students with
disabilities using two dichotomous scales (i.e., hostility/receptivity and
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anxiety/calmness). This instrument evaluated dispositions using a one-paragraph
hypothetical scenario followed by a list of 17 adjectives that are rated on a five-point
Likert-type scale delineated as (a) negative, (b) somewhat negative, (c) neutral, (d)
somewhat positive, and (e) positive feelings toward the scenario (Shippen et al., 2005, p.
16). Shippen et al. (2005) conducted this research among preservice graduate and
undergraduate students from three universities as a pre/post instruction survey during an
exceptionality course (p. 15). Scores on the PSIS ranged from 17-85 total points. In
analyzing their Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS) data, Shippen et al. (2005) reported
the means and standard deviations for the total PSIS, by gender, and by teacher type
[program type] (general education, special education, dual certification). During Shippen
et al.’s (2005) study, the reliability coefficient for the hostility/receptivity subscale was
0.93, and the reliability coefficient for the anxiety/calmness subscale was 0.91(p. 16).
The reliability coefficient for the entire instrument was 0.96 (p. 17). During the pre-test
analysis of the current study, the reliability of the current study remained high. Across the
entire study sample, the mean scores were 61.69, SD=10.62, with Coefficient Alpha
raw=0.898, Coefficient Alpha standardized=0.903 for the entire instrument.
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was designed by TschannenMoran and Hoy (2001) and used to determine PTs’ self-efficacy using the short form
with the three subscales (a. efficacy in student engagement, b. efficacy in instructional
strategies, and c. efficacy in classroom management). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001)
reported that the total scale score is most effective when determining the efficacy of PTs.
After three studies, the short-form scale had a reliability of 0.90, and its content validity
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correlated with similar measures that assessed personal teaching efficacy (p. 801). During
the pre-test analysis of the current study, the reliability of the current study remained
high. Across the entire study sample, the mean score was 84.32, SD=13.39, with
Coefficient Alpha raw=0.900, Coefficient Alpha standardized=0.901 on the short-form
scale.
Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale
The Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale (SRBS) was designed by Bell
and Silverman (2011) to measure the attitudes of sighted and blind individuals towards
blindness. This 20-item scale with scores ranging from 20-100 evaluates the individual’s
attitude using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly
disagree” (Bell & Silverman, 2011). They reported that higher scores indicate more
positive attitudes toward blindness. After two studies, the internal consistency was
Cronbach’s Alpha raw=0.895, standardized=0.893, indicating adequate internal
consistency (Bell & Silverman, 2011; Rowland & Bell, 2012). During the pre-test
analysis of the current study, the reliability of the current study indicated adequate
internal consistency. Across the entire study sample, the mean score was 58.86, SD=9.29,
with Coefficient Alpha raw=0.812, Coefficient Alpha standardized=0.810.

Data Analysis
Demographics – Pre-Test
Of the 16 higher education institutions contacted, five of the 16 responded and
agreed to share information with their preservice teachers. Four of the five institutions
were represented in the study population. The demographic survey was given to
preservice teachers (N = 124) in which 101 preservice teachers completed the survey,
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three were disqualified, and 20 were partially completed. Among the completers (n =
101), 51 (50.5%) were assigned to the control group, and 50 (49.5%) assigned to the
experimental group with 92 (91.1%) of the female and nine (8.9%) male. Considering
age, 99 (98%) were between the ages of 18-25 years, and two (2%) were between the
ages of 26-35 years. Most of the participants, 83 (82.2%) were white or Caucasian, nine
(8.9%) were black or African American, five (5%) were Hispanic, Latino (including
Puerto Rican), one (1%) was more than one race/ethnicity, and three (3%) did not report
a race/ethnicity. Concerning the enrollment status, 98 (97%) were undergraduates, and
three (3%) were graduate students. Table 1 shows teacher candidates’ (n=101) program
of study and program of study type.

Table 1
Teacher Candidates’ Program of Study Demographics
Program of Study

Percentage %

Program of Study Type

Percentage
%

Bachelor of Education

81.2

General Education
certification

60.4

Bachelor of Science

7.9

Dual certification
(general and special
education)

36.6

Master of Education

4.0

Special Education
certification

3.0

Bachelor of Arts

3.0

Doctor of Education

3.0

Interdisciplinary Studies

1.0
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Ninety-nine of the participants’ current role as a student (98%), one (1%) reported
a role of an employee of a higher education institution, and one (1%) reported both roles,
as a student and teacher of record for the undergraduate certification programs at a higher
education institution.
Several questions were asked to determine each participant’s level of experience
in different types of classroom settings (See Table 2).

Table 2
Teacher Candidates’ Level of Experience in Different Classroom Settings
General
Percentage
Education setting
%

Inclusion setting

Percentage Separate setting Percentage
%
%

Observations

67.3

No Experience

65.3

No Experience

55.4

Observations,
Student Teaching

13.9

Observations

21.8

Observations

34.7

No Experience

5.0

Observations,
Student Teaching

5.0

Observations,
Student Teaching

5.0

Observations,
Student Teaching,
Other

4.0

Observations, Other

3.0

Other

2.0

Observations,
Other

4.0

Observations,
Student Teaching,
Other

2.0

Student Teaching

1.0

Observations,
Residency

2.0

Student Teaching

1.0

Residency

1.0

Residency

2.0

Residency

1.0

Observations,
Other

1.0

Student Teaching

1.0

Other

1.0

Student Teaching,
Other

1.0
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Other experiences in the general education setting reported were summer jobs
working with children of early childhood years, practicum, a teaching assistant in high
school, facilitated activities in the classrooms, working in a classroom part-time, being a
daycare teacher for almost four years, working in a preschool, teaching for six weeks, and
first-year teaching with no experience. Other experiences in the inclusion setting reported
were worked at Louisiana School for the Visually Impaired, practicum, aided with
guiding students to their correct location, parent (mother) was a special education teacher,
volunteered, and babysat a little girl with down’s syndrome. Other experiences in the
separate setting were worked with early childhood and elementary-aged children with
autism, substitute [teacher], and volunteered.
When asked if he or she had a diagnosed disability, 97 (96%) did not report a
disability diagnosed by a physician, and four (4%) reported a disability. Of those who
reported a disability, three out of four people reported a learning disability. When asked if
a family member had a disability, 76 (75.2%) reported that they did not. Of the 25
(28.4%) who reported that they had an immediate family member with a disability, the
most prevalent disabilities were learning disability, Attention Deficit Disorder/Attention
Deficit Hyperactive Disorder and Autism. Several questions were asked about the
experience with individuals with disabilities. The results are reported in Table 3.
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Table 3
Teacher Candidates’ Interactions with Individuals with Disabilities (IWD) and
Individuals with Blindness/Visual Impairments (IWB/VI)
IWD: One-on- Percentage
one conversation
%

IWB/VI: Exposure

Percentage
%

0-5 people

76.2

Only from a distance

26.7

6-10 people

17.0

Had a conversation

22.8

10-20 people

4.0

No exposure

16.8

20+ people

3.0

Only from a distance, had a conversation

7.9

Had a conversation, casual
friend/acquaintance

5.0

Casual friend/acquaintance, friend

4.0

Casual friend/acquaintance

3.0

Family member

3.0

Friend

2.0

Only from a distance, family member

2.0

Only from a distance, had a conversation,
casual friend/acquaintance

1.0

Had a conversation, casual
friend/acquaintance, friend

1.0

Had a conversation, casual
friend/acquaintance, family member

1.0

Had a conversation, friend, family member

1.0

Had a conversation, close friend, family
member

1.0

Casual friend/acquaintance, friend, a close
friend or only close friend

1.0
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Analysis – Pre-test
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted to determine if a
significant difference existed between the two groups demographically and on the pretests of the instruments. The first hypothesis (H1) examined the differences between the
groups’ pre-test scores on the PSIS, an instrument that focused on understanding the
perceptions/dispositions of preservice teachers and their ability to accept a blind/visually
impaired student in their class. The second hypothesis (H2) assessed the differences
between the groups’ self-efficacy beliefs regarding student engagement, instructional
strategies, and classroom management using the TSES. The third hypothesis (H3)
assessed the differences between the groups’ attitudes toward blindness using the SRBS,
an instrument that focused on reporting positive and less positive attitudes of blindness.
The findings of H1, H2, and H3 are detailed in the following section.
Hypothesis 1 [H1]
In analyzing the two groups on the Preservice Inclusion Survey at pre-test, an
analysis of variance (ANOVA) supported the premise of H1, that no statistical difference
would exist between the control and experimental groups on the Hostility/Receptivity
subscale, F (1, 99) =1.277, p=0.261 and the Anxiety/Calmness subscale, F (1,99)-0.158,
p=0.692. This is demonstrated by the means on the Hostility/Receptivity subscale for the
control group (M=43.05, SD=6.00) when compared to the means of the experimental
group (M=41.56, SD=7.27). This is demonstrated utilizing the Anxiety/Calmness
subscale for the control group (M=19.15, SD=5.51) when compared to the means of the
experimental group (M=19.60, SD=5.67).
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In addition to group assignment, it was further important to demonstrate that the
groups were equivalent with respect to demographic distribution. An ANOVA
demonstrated no difference between genders (F (1, 99) =0.008, p=0.928, with female
participants’ mean scores n=92, M=61.66, SD=10.44, similar to that of male participants,
n=9, M=62, SD=13. Regarding teacher type [program type], the means of those whose
program focused on dual certification (n=37, M=61.24, SD=11.95, F (2, 98) =0.057,
p=0.945), general education certification (n=61, M=61.98, SD=10.02), and special
education certification (n=3, M=61.33, SD=7.02) were not significantly different. This
study’s reliability coefficient is Cronbach’s raw=0.898, standardized=0.903, n=101 for
the PSIS, thus revealing adequate reliability.
Hypothesis 2 [H2]
It was hypothesized [H2] that PTs, in both the control and experimental groups,
will have no statistical difference in scores on the pre-test TSES (self-efficacy). After
conducting an ANOVA, the analysis supported the premise of H2 (F (1, 99) =1.124,
p=0.292) and revealed a slightly higher mean in the control group (M=85.72, SD=12.05)
than the experimental group (M=82.9, SD=14.62). This study’s reliability coefficient was
Cronbach’s raw=0.900, standardized=0.901, n=101, thus revealing adequate reliability.
Hypothesis 3 [H3]
It was also hypothesized that PTs, in both the control and experimental groups,
will have no statistical difference in scores on the pre-test SRBS (attitudes). An ANOVA
revealed that there was no significant difference between the two groups (F (1, 99)
=0.805, p=0.372) and a slightly higher mean in the experimental group (M=59.70,
SD=10.57) than the control group (M=58.03, SD=7.84). This study’s reliability
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coefficient was Cronbach’s Alpha raw=.812, standardized=.810, n=101, thus revealing
adequate reliability.
Demographics – Post-Test
Of the participants who completed the post-test, 27 (61.4%) were assigned to the
control group, and 17 (38.6%) were assigned to the experimental group, with 41 (93.2%)
of them being female and three (6.8%) male. Considering age, 42 (95.5%) were between
the ages of 18-25 years, and two (4.5%) were between the ages of 26-35 years. Most of
the participants, 38 (86.4%), were white or Caucasian, two (4.5%) were black or African
American, two (4.5%) were Hispanic, Latino (including Puerto Rican), one (2.3%) was
more than one race/ethnicity, and one (2.3%) did not report a race/ethnicity. Concerning
the enrollment status, 41 (93.2%) were undergraduates, and three (6.8%) were graduate
students. Most of the participants, 27 (61.4%), were obtaining a general education
certificate, 15 (34.1%) were obtaining a dual certificate (general and special education),
and two (4.5%) were obtaining a special education certificate. Considering these
demographics, the following analysis was conducted to determine if a significant
difference existed between the scores of the two groups.
Analysis – Post-Test
The sample population was PTs who are education majors, not excluding those
who are obtaining graduate certificates or add-ons in other areas. This study needed to
maintain a sample size of no less than 30 in each group. However, due to experimental
attrition and other unknown factors, the groups were uneven at the post-test (Group 1
n=32, Group 2 n=14). After considering the post-test demographics, additional
considerations were employed to ensure that the ANOVA was the appropriate test. The
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researcher looked to confirm if: 1) the data were interval data, 2) the independent variable
consisted of two independent groups (i.e., control, experimental), 3) there were different
participants in each group, 4) no significant outliers existed, 5) the dependent variables
were normally distributed for each group, and 6) homogeneity of variances were met
(Lærd Statistics, n.d.).
After creating Stem-and-Leaf Plots, Histograms, and conducting a Levene’s Test
of Homogeneity of Variance on each instrument to analyze the above assumptions, the
post-test data from each instrument did not meet several assumptions (4-6) of the
ANOVA; therefore, a Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare the mean ranks.
According to Lærd Statistics (n.d.), a Mann-Whitney U test has four assumptions: 1) the
dependent variable must be interval data, 2) the independent variable should consist of
two independent groups, 3) there were different participants in each group, and 4) the
distribution shapes must be considered for proper analysis, only mean ranks can be
compared if distributions have a different shape, in which the data from this study met all
assumptions. Furthermore, a nonparametric test can account for smaller sample sizes and
not be affected by outliers in the data (Glen, 2014). A Mann-Whitney U test was
conducted to determine if a significant difference existed between the two groups on the
post-tests and pre-tests/post-tests of the instruments. The findings of H4, H5, and H6 are
detailed in the following section.
Hypothesis 4 [H4]
After the six-week intervention, it was hypothesized that PTs in the experimental
group would have significantly higher scores on the PSIS post-test scores than the PTs in
the control group. A Mann-Whitney U test revealed that there was no significant
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difference between the two groups’ scores (U=191, p=0.350) on the Hostility/Receptivity
subscale, thus rejecting the premise. After conducting a Means test on the
Hostility/Receptivity subscale, the reported means and standard deviation for the control
group were M=45, SD=4.50, and M=42.70, SD=6.89 for the experimental group. A
Mann-Whitney U test revealed that there was no significant difference between the two
groups’ scores (U=227, p=0.952) on the Anxiety/Calmness subscale, thus rejecting the
premise. After conducting a Means test on the Anxiety/Calmness subscale, the reported
means and standard deviation for the control group were M=20, SD= 4.45, and M=20.52,
SD=7.22 for the experimental group.
Hypothesis 5 [H5]
After the six-week intervention, it was also hypothesized that PTs in the
experimental group would have significantly higher scores on the TSES post-test scores
than the PTs in the control group. A Mann-Whitney U test revealed that there was no
significant difference between the two groups’ scores (U=179.50, p=.0228), thus
rejecting the premise. After conducting a Means test on the TSES, the reported means
and standard deviation for the control group were M=85.77, SD=14.33, and M=79.88,
SD=21.96 for the experimental group.
Hypothesis 6 [H6]
It was also hypothesized that PTs in the experimental group would have
significantly higher scores on the SRBS post-test scores than the PTs in the control group
after the six-week intervention. A Mann-Whitney U test revealed that there was no
significant difference between the two groups’ scores (U=213, p=0.691), thus rejecting
the premise. After conducting a Means test on the SRBS, the reported means and
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standard deviation for the control group were M=60.33, SD=9.01, and M=63.76,
SD=11.95 for the experimental group.

CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This quasi-experimental study assessed the attitudes, dispositions, and selfefficacy beliefs of preservice teachers (PTs) regarding their comfort in working with
students who are blind/visually impaired before and after an online intervention that was
designed to improve these beliefs. Their attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs
were assessed through self-reporting. This study examined whether significant
differences existed between the control and experimental groups’ attitudes, dispositions,
and self-efficacy beliefs before and after the intervention with an alpha level of 0.05. This
study hypothesized that:


[H1] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical

difference in scores on the Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS) (dispositions)
regarding students who are blind or visually impaired on the pre-test.
● [H2] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical
difference in scores on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy (TSES) (self-efficacy)
regarding teachers’ sense of efficacy on the pre-test.
 [H3] PTs, in both the control and experimental groups, will have no statistical
difference in scores on the Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale (SRBS)
(attitudes) regarding PTs’ attitudes on the pre-test.
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●

[H4] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
PSIS post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the PSIS
post-test in the control group.

● [H5] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
TSES post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the TSES
post-test in the control group.
● [H6] PTs in the experimental group will have significantly higher scores on the
SRBS post-test after the intervention as compared to the PTs’ scores on the SRBS
post-test in the control group.
Among the completers (n = 101) of the Teacher Candidate Survey (TCS), 51 were
randomly assigned to the control group, and 50 were randomly assigned to the
experimental group. In the experimental group, one participant voluntarily left the study
after the six-week intervention began. At post-test, 27 participants of the control groups
and 17 participants of the experimental group returned. At pre-test and post-test, at least
90% of the PTs were female, between the ages of 18-25 years old, and undergraduates,
and at least 80% were Caucasian. Regarding program of study at pre-test and post-test, at
least 60% of the PTs were enrolled in a program that focused on general education, at
least 30% were enrolled in a dual certification program (general and special education),
and the remaining population was enrolled in a program that focused on special
education. The group demographics from pre-test and post-test were similar, but the only
downfall was the small, uneven sample size at the post-test.
At the pre-test using several ANOVAs, the findings revealed that the two groups
were equivalent and showed no statistical difference in scores on the PSIS, TSES, and
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SRBS. However, regarding the two subscales of the PSIS, the mean for the control group
(M=43.05, SD=6.00) was slightly higher than the experimental group (M=41.56,
SD=7.27), suggesting that the PTs in the control group had slightly higher dispositions on
the Hostility/Receptivity subscale. The mean for the experimental group (M=19.60,
SD=5.67) was slightly higher than the control group (M=19.15, SD=5.51), suggesting
that the PTs in the experimental group had slightly higher dispositions on the
Anxiety/Calmness subscale. Regarding the TSES, the control groups’ mean M=85.72
SD=12.05 was slightly higher than the experimental group (M=82.9, SD=14.62),
suggesting that the control group had slightly higher self-efficacy beliefs. After
completing the SRBS, the PTs in the experimental groups had a slightly higher mean
(M=59.70, SD=10.57) than the control group (M=58.03, SD=7.84), suggesting that their
attitudes toward blindness were slightly higher.
At the post-test using the Mann-Whitney U nonparametric test, differences in
means were observed but not statistically significant on the PSIS, TSES, and SRBS, thus
rejecting the premises of the hypotheses concerning the post-test scores. On the
Hostility/Receptivity subscale of the PSIS, the reported means and standard deviation for
the control group were M=45, SD=4.50, and M=42.70, SD=6.89 for the experimental
group, suggesting that the control group’s dispositions were slightly higher also shown at
pre-test. On the Anxiety/Calmness subscale of the PSIS, the reported means and standard
deviation for the experimental group were M=20.52, SD=7.22 and the control group were
M=20, SD= 4.45, suggesting that the PTs’ dispositions in the experimental group were
slightly higher than the control group, also shown at pre-test. Regarding the TSES, PTs in
the control group had a slightly higher mean (M=85.77, SD= 14.33) than those in the
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experimental group (M=79.88, SD=21.96), suggesting that the control group’s selfefficacy was higher at pre-test and post-test. The results of the SRBS revealed that PTs in
the experimental group had a slightly higher mean (M=63.76, SD=11.95) than those in
the control group (M=60.33, SD= 9.01), suggesting that the experimental group’s
attitudes were higher at pre and post-test. However, the experimental group experienced
the most significant gain (+4.6 points) on the SRBS and largest loss (-3.02) on the TSES,
suggesting that their attitudes on blindness increased and their self-efficacy beliefs
decreased after learning more information on how to educate a blind/visually impaired
student.
There are several limitations to the study that should be noted. The small and
uneven sample size at the post-test (Group 1=27, Group 2=17) compared to the pre-test
(Group 1=51, Group 2=50) is one limitation. Perhaps, the six-week intervention required
additional time and attention outside of the PTs’ current studies, and they did not
complete the intervention in its entirety and decided to forego the post-test. Due to the
holiday schedules and breaks, it may also suggest that PTs in the experimental group lost
interest in the study and did not formally withdraw from the listserv. To encourage
participation, the researcher emailed participants each week with the information to
review, along with reminders about accessing the previous weeks’ information. As an
incentive for participation from the experimental group, each week, a drawing for a $20
Amazon gift card was held. After each weeks’ review, emails were sent to door prize
winners to claim their $20 Amazon gift cards. The researcher also spent a week
highlighting specific information by embedding it in the email for easy access to the
links. The researcher also solicited two confederates to discuss a highlight from each
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module to start a conversation among participants on the listserv as an effort to increase
interest.
PTs in the control group may have forgotten about the study and opted out of
responding to the post-test. During the post-test phase, the researcher visited traditional
classes where participants were enrolled, emailed participants each week for several
weeks, and contacted people of interest at each participating institution to encourage all
participants to complete the post-test. Group (12) and individual emails were sent to
everyone who initially signed up to participate in the study. Phone calls were made to
professors who had participants in their classes to request a time when the researcher
could obtain participants’ consent to participate in the post-test. Text messages were sent
to people of interest at participating institutions to remind them to encourage their
students to participate in the post-test. As an incentive for participation from all
participants, two $100 drawings were held. The researcher added the tagline “$100
Drawing” and marked emails as “Important” to pique participants’ interest to complete
the post-test. It may also be suggested that some PTs may have graduated from their
program, changed majors, or dropped out of their courses before the post-test was
administered.
Other limitations include gender, self-reporting measures, use of nonparametric
tests, and self-guided modules. Gender limits the ability to generalize the information.
Self-reporting may pose the threat of PTs not responding to the surveys truthfully and
showing a bias in reporting a politically or socially accepted response. The use of the
Mann-Whitney U test limits the ability to generalize and thoroughly interpret the
information since it lacks statistical power. The self-guided modules may pose a threat of
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PTs not completing all aspects of the modules (reading articles, viewing videos,
completing field experiences), especially without a tracking or accountability feature
attached to the modules.
Future studies should look to embed information with a course or use an online
classroom platform to track participants’ level of access and participation in the study.
Researchers can also add a qualitative piece to future studies to examine attitudes,
dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs in-depth. When allowed to replicate this type of
study design, the researcher plans to create a classroom using an online platform that
allows for tracking and monitoring when participants access the information or click on a
link. The researcher will also look to embed this information in courses related to special
education and conduct a pre-post-test design using one group to determine if any
differences exist, along with structured interviews to add more qualitative information to
understand PTs’ beliefs in-depth. To maintain participation and avoid a high attrition rate,
as seen in this study, the researcher will collaborate with teacher educators to offer
incentives that match the level of engagement, possibly providing extra credit in courses.
The researcher will collaborate with special education program designers to work with
them to offer the course as an elective to ensure full participation.
The researcher concludes that the information is vital as blindness is a lowincidence disability, and preservice/in-service teachers may not experience or gain
additional knowledge otherwise. The upward trend in attitudes on blindness among the
participants suggests that the information is essential and can reveal a change, though not
significant. One participant in the experimental group stated that “this experience
[intervention] has been wonderful...I am around blind people every day but did not
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realize until now how much knowledge I was lacking...I still feel better now that I have a
better understanding and grasp of blindness.” This intervention could benefit in-service
teachers when they gain a blind/visually impaired student in their class. From firsthand
experiences, some teachers lack knowledge on how to accommodate and provide access
to the curriculum to blind/visually impaired students, and this intervention would be a
great pre-cursor to building knowledge about the student they will teach.

Implications for the Field


Teacher preparation programs can use these instruments to examine and
investigate attitudes, dispositions, and self-efficacy beliefs about working with
students with disabilities.



Teacher educators can present information about blindness from the intervention
to meet the standards of the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support
Consortium (InTASC).



Administrators can use the information from the blindness education intervention
to provide professional development to teachers and staff who work with students
who are blind/visually impaired who may lack knowledge.



Teachers, staff, and preservice teachers can refresh their knowledge about
working with blind/visually impaired students by viewing the information in the
intervention.
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The following is a summary of the project in which you are asked to participate. Please
read this information before signing the statement below. You must be of legal age to
participate in this study.
TITLE OF PROJECT: Examining the Dispositions and Self-Efficacy Beliefs of
Preservice Teachers in Their Ability to Educate Students with Disabilities
PURPOSE OF STUDY/PROJECT: To examine whether teacher candidates’
dispositions and self-efficacy beliefs differ after a disability-specific intervention using
self-reporting measures.
SUBJECTS: Students in the teacher candidate preparation program at their
participating Louisiana institutions.
PROCEDURE: As a teacher candidate who has volunteered to participate, you
will complete a pre-test and post-test using four surveys (approximately 30 minutes):
1) 20-item demographic survey, 2) 17-item disability scenario-based Preservice
Inclusion Survey (PSIS), 3) 9-item Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), and 4)
20-item Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale (SRBS). Some of you will be
asked to complete a 6-week intervention (between 30 minutes-1.5 hours a week).
During this 6-week intervention, you will respond to reflection questions using a
discussion platform (i.e., listserv) after each module. You will also interview two
people with a disability and provide a 150-word reflection using a discussion platform
(i.e., listserv). After the 6-week intervention is completed, all participants will
complete the post-tests of the PSIS, TSES, and SRBS surveys listed above. Upon
completion of the post-test, the investigators will match the results of your pre-test and
post-tests of the PSIS, TSES, and SRBS. The scores will be anonymized before
analysis, and all identifying information will be deleted.
BENEFITS/COMPENSATION: By participating in this study, you will add to
the current state of knowledge of teacher candidates and disability education. This study
could potentially provide meaningful insights into the relationship between dispositions,
self-efficacy, and the intervention. Additionally, you may indirectly benefit from the
study as the reflection on dispositions and self-efficacy beliefs about disabilities may
lead to a better understanding of oneself. There will be door prizes each week for six
weeks (no larger than $20 gift card) given to someone participating in the 6-week
intervention, two overall drawings for a gift card worth $100 each at the end of the six
weeks given to two participants who completed this study, and possible class extra credit
for all who completed this study. Winnings will be forwarded to the participant's address
provided on the Teacher Candidate survey. If an address is not provided, investigators
will use other contact information given on the Teacher Candidate survey to contact the
participant.
RISKS, DISCOMFORTS, ALTERNATIVE TREATMENTS: No additional
risks are associated with this study outside of normal operations. The participant
understands that Louisiana Tech is not able to offer financial compensation nor to
absorb the costs of medical treatment should you be injured as a result of participating
in this research.
You understand that Louisiana Tech is not able to offer financial compensation
nor to absorb the costs of medical treatment should you be injured as a result of
participating in this research.

84
The following disclosure applies to all participants using online survey tools:
This server may collect information and your IP address indirectly and automatically
via “cookies.”
I, ___________________________________, attest with my signature that I
have read and understood the following description of the study, "Examining the
Dispositions and Self-Efficacy of Preservice Teachers in Their Ability to Educate
Students with Disabilities”,
and its purposes and methods. I understand that my participation in this research is
strictly voluntary, and my participation or refusal to participate in this study will not
affect my relationship with Louisiana Tech University or my grades in any way.
Further, I understand that I may withdraw from this study at any time or refuse to answer
any questions without penalty or loss of benefits. Upon completion of the study, I
understand that the results will be freely available to me upon request. I understand that
the results of the material will be confidential, accessible only to the principal
investigators, myself, or a legally appointed representative. I have not been requested
to waive, nor do I waive any of my rights related to participating in this study.
_____________________________________
__________________
Signature of Participant
Date
CONTACT INFORMATION: The principal experimenters listed below may be
reached to answer questions about the research, subjects' rights, or related matters.
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dr. Edward Bell, ebell@latech.edu
CO-INVESTIGATOR: Sheena Manuel, smanuel@latech.edu
Members of the Human Use Committee of Louisiana Tech University may also
be contacted if a problem cannot be discussed with the experimenters:
Dr. Richard Kordal, Director, Office of Intellectual Property & Commercialization Ph.:
(318) 257-2484, Email: rkordal@latech.edu
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Demographic Survey
https://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/5151657/tcs
Please provide the following information:
1. Name (first/last):
2. Contact information:
a. To notify you if you win a gift card, or about future research, what is your
Email address?
b. What city do you live in?
3. Group (post-test item)
a. 1
b. 2

4. What is your age:
a. 18-25
b. 26-35
c. 36-45
d. 46-55
e. 56+
5. What is your gender?
a. Female
b. Male
c. Prefer not to answer
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6. With what race or ethnicity do you primarily identify? (Choose one.)
a. African American, Black
b. Native American, Alaska Native
c. Asian American, Asian
d. Hispanic, Latino (including Puerto Rican)
e. Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander
f. White or Caucasian
g. More than one race/ethnicity
h. Prefer not to answer
7. What is your current Enrollment Status at an institution within the state of
Louisiana?
a. Undergraduate (a student obtaining a bachelor’s degree)
b. A graduate student (a student obtaining a master’s or Doctorate)
c. I am not currently enrolled at an institution within the state of Louisiana
8. What institution do you attend?
9. What is your current Program of Study for the Academic Year 2019-2020 (the
current plan of study you are following)?
1. Bachelor of Arts (B.A.)
2. Bachelor of Education (B. Ed.)
3. Bachelor of Science (B. S.)
4. Bachelor of Education (B. Ed.)
5. Master of Arts (M.A.)
6. Master of Education (M. Ed.)
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7. Master of Science (M.S.)
8. Post-Master’s Certificate (PMC)
9. Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.)
10. Doctor of Education (Ed.D)
11. If not listed, please describe in the following comment box.
10. Select your concentration
a. 1- 5th grade
b. Counseling
c. Curriculum and Instruction
d. Developmental Education
e. Early Childhood
f. Educational Administration
g. Educational Leadership
h. Educational Technology
i. Elementary
j. Higher Education Administration
k. Pre-K-3
l. Secondary
m. Special Education Mild/Moderate
n. If not listed, please describe in the following comment box.
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11. Is your current Program of Study considered as a…
a. Dual certification (receiving certification in general and special education)
b. Regular education certification
c. Special education certification
12. What is your current role?
a. Student
b. Teacher of Record
c. Other (explain):
13. What classroom experience have you had in the general education setting (select
all that apply):
a. Observations
b. Student Teaching
c. Residency
d. No experience
e. Other (explain)
14. What classroom experience have you had in an Inclusion setting (i.e., general
education setting with a special education teacher)? (select all that apply)
a. Observations
b. Student Teaching
c. Residency
d. No experience
e. Other (explain)
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15. What classroom experience have you had in a separate setting (i.e., resource
classroom, self-contained, separate school) (select all that apply):
a. Observations
b. Student Teaching
c. Residency
d. No experience
e. Other (explain)
16. Do you have a disability diagnosed by a physician?
a. Yes
b. No
c. If yes, which of the following disabilities do you have that are diagnosed by a
physician?
1. Autism/ASD/Asperger’s
2. Blindness/Visual Impairment
3. Hearing Impairment/Deaf
4. Intellectual/cognitive disability
5. Learning disability
6. Mental health/psychiatric impairment
7. Mobility or orthopedic impairment
8. Other physical impairment
9. Speech or communication disability
10. Other (please list)
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17. About how many individuals with disabilities have you had a one-on-one
conversation with throughout your time in college?
a. 0-5
b. 6-10
c. 10-20
d. 20+
18. Is there anyone in your immediate family (i.e., parents, grandparents, children,
siblings) with a disability?
a. Yes
b. No
c. If yes, please list their relationship to you and diagnosed disabilities.
19. Which types of previous exposure have you had with youth or adults who are
blind or have low vision?
a. Only from a distance
b. Had a conversation
c. Casual friend/acquaintance
d. Friend
e. Close friend
f. Family member
g. None

APPENDIX D
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Preservice Inclusion Survey (PSIS)
Scenario: Circle the word that best describes your feelings after reading the
following scenario. The administrator of your school calls you in for a conference two
weeks before school is out. He/She informs you that next year the school will make an
effort to include students with disabilities in general classes as often as appropriate. The
special education teacher is also in attendance at this conference, and he/she is hearing
this information for the first time, too. The administrator goes on to say that the students
with disabilities that will be in your class have identified exceptionality in the area of
blindness/visual impairment. You walk out of the meeting feeling . . .
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1. Enthusiastic

Somewhat
Enthusiastic

Neutral

Somewhat
Unenthusiastic

Unenthusiastic

Somewhat Scared

Neutral

Somewhat Fearless

Fearless

Somewhat Anxious

Neutral

Relaxed

Somewhat Relaxed

Somewhat
Comfortable

Neutral

Somewhat
Uncomfortable

Uncomfortable

Somewhat Angry

Neutral

Somewhat Not Angry

Not Angry

6. Unwilling

Somewhat
Unwilling

Neutral

Somewhat Willing

Willing

7. Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Neutral

Somewhat
Disinterested

Disinterested

8. Confident

Somewhat
Confident

Neutral

Somewhat Insecure

Insecure

9. Nervous

Somewhat Nervous

Neutral

Somewhat Calm

Calm

10. Pleased

Somewhat Pleased

Neutral

Somewhat Displeased

Displeased

Somewhat Weak

Neutral

Somewhat Powerful

Powerful

12. Annoyed

Somewhat
Annoyed

Neutral

Somewhat Indifferent

Indifferent

13. Accepting

Somewhat
Accepting

Neutral

Somewhat Opposing

Opposing

14. Prepared

Somewhat Prepared

Neutral

Somewhat Unprepared

Unprepared

15. Resistant

Somewhat
Resistant

Neutral

Somewhat Cooperative

Cooperative

Somewhat Happy

Neutral

Somewhat Unhappy

Unhappy

Somewhat
Pessimistic

Neutral

Somewhat Optimistic

Optimistic

2. Scared
3. Anxious
4. Comfortable
5. Angry

11. Weak

16. Happy
17. Pessimistic
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) Short Form
This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the kinds of
things that create challenges for teachers. Your answers are confidential. Directions:
Please indicate your opinion about each of the questions below by marking any one of the
nine responses in the columns on the right side, ranging from (1) “None at all” to (9) “A
Great Deal” as each represents a degree on the continuum. Please respond to each of
the questions by considering the combination of your current ability, resources, and
opportunity to do each of the following in your present position.
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1

2

None at
all

3

4

Very
little

5

6

Some
degree

7

8

Quite a
bit

9
A great
deal

1. How much can you do to control
disruptive behavior in the
classroom?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

2. How much can you do to
motivate students who show low
interest in school work?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

3. How much can you do to calm a
student who is disruptive or noisy?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

4. How much can you do to help
your students value learning?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

5. To what extent can you craft
good questions for your students?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

6. How much can you do to get
children to follow classroom rules?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

7. How much can you do to get
students to believe they can do well
in schoolwork?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

8. How well can you establish a
classroom management system with
each group of students?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

9. To what extent can you use a
variety of assessment strategies?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10. To what extent can you provide
an alternative explanation or
example when students are
confused?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

11. How much can you assist
families in helping their children do
well in school?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

12. How well can you implement
alternative teaching strategies in
your classroom?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
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Social Responsibility about Blindness Scale
Please answer each of the following statements with how strongly you agree or disagree.
You may respond with: Strongly Agree (SA); Agree; don’t know/Unsure (*); Disagree
(d), or Strongly Disagree (SD).
SA a * d SD
1.

I am uncomfortable using the word "blind" when referring to someone's sight

loss. SA A * D SD
2.

Blind people are best suited for jobs in which they can be stationary, like sitting
and answering the phone. SA A * D SD

3.

Blindness is just a normal characteristic, like being tall or short. SA A * D SD

4.

Being blind is worse than being visually impaired. SA A * D SD

5.

The word "blind" is harmful and should be avoided whenever possible.
SA A * D SD

6.

Families should assume responsibility for taking care of their blind relatives.
SA A * D SD

7.

I am concerned when I see blind people walking around alone in public.
SA A * D SD

8.

I believe that someone who is blind could be a good elementary school teacher.
SA A * D SD

9.

I believe that having vision is related to greater happiness. SA A * D SD

10.

If I were blind, I would give almost anything to get my sight back.
SA A * D SD

100
11.

I believe that blind pedestrians can be just as safe as the general public when

crossing streets. SA A * D SD
12.

Blindness is such an overwhelming condition that it affects every aspect of one's
life. SA A * D SD

13.

Blindness does not affect one's ability to be a good parent. SA A * D SD

14.

I think it is very courageous for blind people to try to be independent.
SA A * D SD

15.

I would hire a blind accountant to manage my taxes. SA A * D SD

16.

I would hire a blind person to babysit my children. SA A * D SD

17.

It must be a very frustrating living life without being able to see.
SA A * D SD

18.

The less vision someone has, the more challenging his or her life will be.
SA A * D SD

19.

It is irresponsible for blind people to have children. SA A * D SD

20.

People who have eyesight should help those with less vision whenever possible.
SA A * D SD

